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CHERYL M. CONNELLY.  Citizen Access and Use of the Toxics
Release Inventory.  (Under the direction of FRANCES M.
LYNN.)
The Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) is administered by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and consists of a
national, publicly available database of chemicals emitted
annually to the environment by industrial manufacturing
facilities.  The extent to which this database in
accessible, understandable, and usable by citizen,
environmental and public interest organizations is evaluated
through the analysis of a nationwide questionnaire mailed to
over 200 users of the TRI.
This research supports the belief that the role of
citizens in a right to know program is a very important one.
It suggests that public interest organizations are in a
position to effectively facilitate the interaction of
citizens, industry and regulatory agencies, key players
under the TRI program.  The TRI is a powerful program, with
the potential to increase and enhance citizen participation
in reducing chemical substances present in the environment
and in decision-making about local environmental concerns.
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Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful,
committed citizens can change the world.
Indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.
- Margaret Mead
I.  INTRODUCTION
In October of 1986, the U.S. Congress enacted the
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA),
also known as Title III of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA).  The direct impetus for the
passage of this act was the chemical accident in Bhopal,
India, in 1984.  Due to an explosion at Union Carbide's
pesticide plant, more than 30 tons of methyl isocyanate
escaped into the air.  Several thousand people died and more
than 100,000 were permanently injured by the escaping
poisonous gas. (Kraft, 1990)  A few months later, tragedy
hit closer to home when a smaller chemical release occurred
at Institute, West Virginia, causing 150 individuals to seek
medical attention. (Pritchard, 1980)  As a result of these
and other incidents, people realized how little they knew
about toxic substances present in their communities.
Citizens and lawmakers alike learned that their current laws
had few provisions for preventing or controlling accidental
releases of hazardous substances into the environment.
A.  Historical Background
The idea of right to know is not a new one.  In the
chemical and biotechnological revolutions of the post-World
War II period, the public began to realize that exposure to
toxins, pollutants and other hazardous materials, whether
knowingly or otherwise, was an injustice.  Accompanying this
new awareness was the growing tendency for environmental
managers to move towards advocating more explicit
negotiation processes among informed parties affected by the
decision, and away from decisions based solely on "expert
authority." (Kraft, 1990)  Environmental policy today has
followed suit.  According to Harry Otway and Brian Wynne,
"information is increasingly being used as a regulatory
instrument, and legislative initiatives...are extending the
public's right to know to new areas." (Otway and Wynne,
1987)
The first comprehensive federal action to prevent
environmental degradation was the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), which mandates that environmental
impact statements be prepared for all "major federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment," and that these be made available to the
public. (NEPA, section 4332 [C])  NEPA was followed in 1970
by the Occupational Safety and Health Act, which, among
other things, established a regulatory agency, the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA).  OSHA
ultimately developed worker right-to-know standards which
guarantees employee access to information about substances
in the workplace that pose long-term hazards to health and
to information about each worker's exposure to such
substances.
At about the same time, the idea of community right-to-
know was born in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in 1979.  At a
conference sponsored by the Philadelphia Occupational Safety
and Health Coalition (Philaposh) and the Environmental
Cancer Prevention Center, participants began to question the
distinction between worker and citizen safety with regard to
chemical exposure.  They concluded that all members of the
community are subject to the same risks, albeit at lower
intensities.  In 1981, five years before community right-to-
know received federal attention, Philadelphia passed the
nation's first right-to-know law that covered both workers
and the community. (Hadden, 1989a)
B.  The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
Enacted in the fall of 1986, the federal Emergency
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act is divided into
four major sections.  They focus on emergency planning
(Sections 301-303), emergency notification (Section 304),
community right to know (Sections 311 and 312), and toxic
chemical release reporting (Section 313). (Baram et al.,
1990)  (See Appendix A for a summary of EPCRA.)
Under Section 313, certain manufacturers are required to
report their toxic emissions to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and to state officials.  Reporting
requirements for each calendar year apply to any facility
which:  (1) maintains 10 or more full-time employees; (2) is
classified in the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
code range 20 through 39; and (3) manufactures, imports,
processes or otherwise uses a "toxic chemical" (as
specifically defined in section 313(c) of the Act) in excess
of an applicable threshold quantity for that calendar year.
(SARA, Sec. 313(b)(1)(A))  (For specific reporting
requirements, see Appendix B, "Who Must Report?")
EPA is responsible for compiling these annual reports
into the Toxic Chemical Release Inventory (TRI) and for
making this information available to the public.  The Toxic
Chemical Release Fomn (EPA's Form R) prepared by reporting
facilities includes information on the maximum am.ounts of
the chemicals at the facility during the year, the waste
treatment methods used and their efficiencies, off-site
disposal practices, and the annual amounts of each chemical
released to the air, water and land, both routinely (i.e.
intentional discharges and fugitive emissions) and non-
routinely (such as spills and other accidental releases).
(See Appendix C for a copy of Form R.)
C.  Purpose of This Study
Although it is not explicitly stated in the law itself,
various researchers have asserted that the purpose of the
TRI information is "to increase the public's ability to make
informed choices concerning the risk reduction measures they
may wish to implement," (Nordenstam and DiMento, 1990) and
"to help future planning efforts and aid in environmental
enforcement and cleanup efforts." (Ward, 1990).  Records of
the legislative history indicate that the authors felt
"adequate community right to know legislation is not only
necessary, but imperative."  Further, they said that "the
public deserves to know about the hazardous chemicals in
their communities in order to both prepare for toxic
emergencies and to understand the potential chronic health
hazards from continuous exposure to hazardous substance
emissions into the air...if Congress intends to open the
channel of communications concerning toxic hazards, we
should provide communities with the information that is
needed." (Congress, 1986)  For these goals to be achieved,
quantitative information, as well as additional information
regarding the potential dangers associated with the release
of particular chemicals, needed to be reported.  Today,
Section 313 of Title III is credited with representing an
unprecedented opportunity for citizens to learn about
possible risks in the community and to have control over
their exposure to hazardous chemicals.  It allows citizens,
for the first time, to have guaranteed access to information
about hazardous substances routinely emitted to the
environment.
According to Susan Hadden, an expert in the fields of
risk communication and right-to-know, "implicit in the
provisions is the assumption that once the necessary
information became available, citizens would be able to make
sensible decisions about the risks created by hazardous
materials in their communities." (Hadden, 1989a)  Since
successful implementation of EPCRA depends to a large extent
on community use of the Toxics Release Inventory, it is
important that the data not only be collected but that it be
presented in a useable and useful form to groups and
individuals in the community.  In short, a lack of
understanding of information or the lack of an ability to
act on it could be serious barriers to effective use of the
data.
This research was conducted to evaluate the extent to
which the raw data produced under section 313 of EPCRA, is
comprehensible and useable by citizens.  The extensive
effort on the part of industry and regulatory agencies to
create the Toxics Release Inventory warrants an
investigation into the level of success it has experienced
in meeting its purposes.  Susan Hadden has developed a
typology of rights to know (Table 1), which suggests that
this level of information provision necessitates an active
governmental role in analyzing and manipulating the data.
If the main purpose of Section 313 is to allow citizens to
make better decisions, it must make appropriate,
understandable information available.  The question is
whether this information has been made available, whether
the responsibility for analysis and manipulation have been
adopted by government (or anyone else), and whether citizens
have been able to effectively use the information to make
acceptable choices regarding the chemical risks to which
they are exposed.
To address these issues, the following questions were
asked through this research:
(1) do citizen and environmental
groups (public interest groups) have adequate
access to the TRI data?;
(2) are public interest groups
satisfied with the quality and level of
assistance they are receiving as they access
and use the TRI data?;
(3) in what ways, and for what
purposes, are public interest groups using
the data?;
(4) do public interest groups see
any limitations inherent in the data, and if
so, what are these limitations?; and
(5) what recommendations do public
interest organizations have for the
administration of the TRI so that the data
might be more readily and effectively used by
them?
Table 1
TYPOLOGY OF RIGHTS TO KNOW
Type Purpose Governmental Role
Basic
created
Ensure that citizens can
find out about chemicals.
Risk     Reduce risks from chem-
Reduction icals preferably through
voluntary industry action
but also by government
if necessary.
Better
Decision-
methods
Making
Alter
Balance
of Power
Allow citizens to par¬
ticipate in making
decisions about appropriate
levels of hazardous
materials in the community.
Empower citizens with
respect to big government,
industry.
Ensure data are
and available.
Regulators use infor¬
mation to create new
standards or enforce
existing ones if
industry fails to
police itself.
Provide citizens with
analyzed data,
for manipulating and
interpreting data.
Provide citizens with
analyzed data, means
of participating.
Taken from: Hadden, A Citizen^s Right to Know. 1989, page
17.
II.  METHODS
In September of 1990, the US EPA funded a project at
UNC-CH's Institute for Environmental Studies for a year-long
investigation of how non-EPA organizations have used the
Toxics Release Inventory.  The purpose was to identify the
means of accessing the TRI as well as opportunities and
barriers for effective use of the data.  In order to
evaluate the usefulness and uses of the TRI, two forms of
analysis were conducted:  a content analysis of reports
published by organizations or agencies which use the data
and a survey of identified users.
A.  Content Analysis
Between September of 1990 and February of 1991 a
thorough effort was made to obtain all reports written to
date by three major TRI user groups:  state offices, public
interest groups, and industrial organizations.  Some reports
were part of the Institute for Environmental Studies'
library at the time, and many others were discovered with
the help of a publication issued by the Working Group On
Community Right-To-Know, an organization hosted by the US
Public Interest Research Group Education Fund and
representing a nationwide network of environmental and
public interest organizations. (Drum, 1990)  Additional
reports by citizen and environmental organizations were
identified in a report written by the National Center for
Policy Alternatives, in Washington, D.C. (Tryens and
Schrader, undated)
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The work of these three user groups, and of public
interest organizations in particular, has been credited with
influencing state and federal legislation, social justice
issues, community planning, industrial behavior, pollution
prevention, risk reduction and public knowledge about the
extent of toxic pollution. (Orum, 1990)  However, the means
used to accomplish these goals has never been systematically
evaluated or documented.  The purpose of the content
analysis was to identify specific pieces of information
contained in the groups' reports, and to determine what
specific types of information have been used successfully to
accomplish the group's goal as well as the information and
assistance that is still needed by these groups.  We
compiled a list of content variables to be analyzed for each
report that included:
- what parts of the TRI data are most
commonly used in the reports?
- what environmental media (air, land, water)
is focused on?
- what is the geographic focus (national,
state,regional, local) of the report?
- what is the industrial focus (all
facilities, top emitters, single facility)?
- what is the risk focus (hximan health,
ecological)?
- what purpose do these groups have in
writing the reports? and
- do the groups receive any assistance, and
if so what kind and from whom?
ͣ,:S^^^^-!;->^i-.. -*-*t^Bs.:--;,^j^^
This information is useful in determining how the Toxic
Release Inventory is currently being used, as well as the
potential for increased use and additional types of uses by
citizen and environmental groups.  This is especially true
for those groups making relatively less use of the data who
may benefit from learning about the efforts of others.  (See
Appendix D for a complete list of the analyzed content
variables.)
We obtained a total of 89 reports, including 22 by state
agencies, 64 by citizen and environmental groups, and 2 by
members of Congress.  We were unable to find any reports by
industrial organizations that used specific TRI data for
some purpose.  The majority of industry use of the TRI is
reflected in publications by CMA which discuss the existence
of the data and the need for communication and understanding
between industrial plants and the community, but does not
use the data directly.  (For example, see CMA's brochure
"Our Neighbors Across the Fence").  The final study sample
excluded these CMA publications as well as documents that
were intended to be used as guides for individuals in
accessing and using the data, but do not incorporate actual
data use in the document.  Therefore, we ultimately analyzed
72 reports, 52 written by citizen, environmental or interest
groups and 20 published by state agencies.  (See Appendix E
for a bibliographic list of the reports analyzed.)
The results of the content analysis were coded into a
spreadsheet and converted to a SAS dataset.  PC SAS was used
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to run the statistical analysis on the data which consisted
of a series of frequency counts for each variable, sorted by
type of group publishing the report.
B.  The Survey Instrument
In addition to the analysis of TRI reports, we designed
a survey to elicit further information as to the uses of the
data, the problems associated with using it, and the types
of assistance needed by the user. (See Appendix F for the
survey instrument.)  A total of 206 users of the Toxics
Release Inventory data received the survey, with
representatives from each of three groups:  citizen and
environmental organizations (also referred to as public
interest groups in this document), state 313 coordinators,
and the industrial sector.  The citizen/environmental group
sample consisted of organizations which had published
reports analyzed in the first phase of this research, and
through use of the snowball technique (i.e. organizations
recommended by other individuals or organizations working
actively in this field).  The list of state section 313
coordinators came from an EPA publication identifying the
appointed coordinator in each state. (EPA, 1989)  Finally,
industrial users were identified with the help of a Chemical
Manufacturers Association contact who supplied the names of
several industrial 313 contacts, and publications of the CMA
(Wills, 1991; CMA, undated).
Development of the survey instrument consisted of 3
steps.  First, the instrument was written by the research
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team (comprised of Dr. Frances Lynn, Dr. Jack Kartez of
Texas A&M, and myself).  Questions were aimed at obtaining
information not available through the analysis of reports
alone.  For instance, we asked about the type and frequency
of assistance sought by the organization on a day-to-day
basis, data which are not commonly discussed in a group's
report.
Next, a University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
professor. Dr. Ray Burby, with extensive experience in the
writing and administering of surveys reviewed it for biased
or misleading questions.  Questions which suggested to the
recipient that he or she respond in a particular manner were
changed to convey a neutral position on the part of the
survey's authors.  For example, asking which of a list of
types of information the organization needed to make the TRI
useful might bias responses toward needing any type of
additional information at all; this question was
subsequently altered to allow for a "no additional
information is needed" response.  At this stage, the
graphics and layout were also improved, with the belief that
visual attractiveness and a clear presentation would
increase both the response rate and the quality of
information received.
Finally, the survey was pretested on a sample of 11
representatives from all three recipient groups who had
volunteered their expertise in this capacity.  (See Appendix
G, "Expert Review Panel.")  These reviewers provided
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suggestions for improving the content of the instrument
prior to its distribution.
A 71% response rate of the mail-back questionnaire was
achieved, using the method described in Dillman's book Mail
and Telephone Surveys. (Dillman, 1978)  This method entails
mailing the original survey with a cover letter explaining
the usefulness of the study, the importance of that
individual's response, and hopefully motivating the
respondent to immediately pick up the questionnaire, fill it
out and return it promptly.  One week later, the
questionnaire is followed with a postcard reminder sent to
everyone on the mailing list, serving as a thank you for
those who have responded and as a request to please quickly
respond for those who have not.  After three more weeks, a
replacement survey and cover letter, informing the
individual that his or her survey remains outstanding and
asking that it be returned, is sent only to nonrespondents.
Seven weeks later, the final effort is made to elicit a
response. A replacement questionnaire is sent along with a
third cover letter which stresses the importance of the
researchers' work and the need for each recipient's opinions
to be included in the final analysis.
The original mailing list included 206 contacts in the
three response categories. As correspondence was received
back from the recipients, 17 names were removed from the
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list for various reasons.* The final useable mailing list
consisted of 189 names, 42 of which never returned the
survey.  The sample set of returned surveys included:  44
state 313 coordinators, 67 citizen/environmental group
members, 19 industry representatives, and 17 people in the
category "other." (Table 2)  As this "other" category was
comprised of people who mistakenly received the
questionnaire and were never intended to be surveyed, these
surveys were analyzed separately and the results are not
included here.
Table 2
LIST OF SURVEY RECIPIENTS
Nxomber in Number
Response Group Original Mailing______Responding
STATE 313 COORDINATOR 59 44
CITIZEN AND
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP^ 112 67
INDUSTRY^ 35 19
OTHERS — 17
^national, state and local level organizations'^either a corporate headquarters of a firm, the local
plant of a firm, or an industrial coalition^including city government officials, research institution
employees, and an investment manager
*For example, the organization did not, in fact, use the TRI
data, or 2 people in the same organization inadvertently
received the survey and responded collectively, or the
survey was undeliverable by the postal service.
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To quantify the attitudes of citizen and environmental
group members, only the frequency counts of each variable
are required.  This type of analysis clearly presents both
the number and percentage of respondents in each response
category which answered in a particular way, such as the
number of people in the public interest group category who
feel cost of the data is a problem for them.
However, a comparison of citizen/environmental groups to
the other two groups provides a sense of relativeness.
Knowing, for instance, that these individuals find the cost
of the data to be an obstruction to their work becomes more
meaningful when it is discovered that neither of the other
groups using the same set of data feels the same way.  It is
one thing to be able to say "cost of the data is a problem"
and another to say "cost of the data is particularly a
problem for members of citizen and environmental groups as
compared to state 313 coordinators and industry
representatives." Results of this second type of analysis
(the Chi Square test) facilitates priority setting by a
regulatory agency such as the EPA.  If EPA administrators
wish to provide assistance specifically designed for citizen
groups, for instance, they can focus their efforts on that
which will most benefit that particular subset of TRI users,
instead of users in general.
Further, there was substantial opportunity throughout
the survey for the respondent to write in his or her own
15
answers to a question and to expand or comment on our
questions and fixed choice answers. This type of
questioning produced a wealth of information which can not
be statistically analyzed but rather is intended to provide
additional insight into the opinions and experiences of the
respondent.  Particularly revealing comments are included in
this report where appropriate.
III.  RESULTS
A.  Access
We asked whether or not interest groups were satisfied
with the access they feel they have to the TRI information.
The EPA spends a significant amount of resources on
disseminating the data in various forms and formats.  By
law, the EPA is required to "establish and maintain in a
computer data base a national toxic chemical
inventory...[and]...make these data accessible by computer
telecommunication and other means to any person." (SARA,
Section 313(j), 1986))  The telecommunication mandate has
been met with EPA's creation of the TRI database, part of
the TOXNET computer system maintained by the National
Library of Medicine.  The "other means" provision allows an
interested individual who is without access to a computer
and modem to obtain the same information on paper, CD/ROM,
diskettes, microfiche or magnetic tape.  Unfortunately,
these are not necessarily the most utilized sources of data
for retrieval by any of the groups. (Table 3)  For the three
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groups surveyed, microfiche, magnetic tape, and CD/ROM are
the least preferred means of accessing the data; less than
12% of the respondents in each response category indicated
these were useful. Only industry found the National Library
of Medicine useful (p=.031), possibly because industrial
organizations have the staff and resources necessary to be
able to use and understand it readily available to them.
Surprisingly, reports put out by "state, environmental
groups or industry that use the TRI data" were considered
most useful by all groups responding to the survey.  In the
reports published by public interest organizations and state
agencies, the source of data access most often cited is the
original reporting forms (Form R).  Secondary analyses, such
as these reports, were used as the means of obtaining the
data in less than 10% of the reports. (Table 4)  Of the
three surveyed groups, state coordinators use the EPA
National Report most frequently (59%).  A "printed list" is
used frequently by all survey respondents (more than half of
each group found this form useful), while interest groups
and state agencies also show a preference for state
diskettes.  None of the top four most useful forms of the
data, regardless of response category, requires
sophisticated computer equipment or expertise (only state
diskettes require any equipment and then a personal computer
is all that is needed).
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Table 3
USEFULNESS OF THE DATA IN VARIOUS FORMS
Form - Usefulness
Response Group
Interest   313   Industry
OTHER REPORTS-
STATE DISK
PRINTED LIST
EPA NAT'L REPORT  -
NLM"
CD/ROM
MAGNETIC TAPE
MICROFICHE
- useful 58%
— not useful 12
— useful 55
— not useful 19
_ useful 51
- not useful 18
— useful 42
— not useful 24
_ useful 27
— not useful 39
_ useful 10
— not useful 51
_ useful 7
- not useful 60
mm useful 4
- not useful 63
59%
20
61
23
61
20
59
20
25
52
11
68
11
73
2
75
58%
XI
21
47
53
32
53
21
63
26
5
63
5
79
0
79
N varies for each cell; percentages may not sum to 100 due
to non-response.
ͣ' ͣ"other reports" refers to reports prepared by the state,
environmental groups, or industry that use the TRI data
^National Library of Medicine database
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Table 4
SOURCE OF DATA FOR TRI REPORTS STUDIED
Percent of Reports
Data Source________________________Public Interest_____State
ORIGINAL REPORTING FORMS (FORM R)         50% 55%
NLM 22 0
EPA NATIONAL REPOLT 11 18
SECONDARY ANALYSIS 6 9
STATE DISKETTE 6 0
The obstruction most frequently cited by public interest
groups in their use of the data was the timeliness of the
data (cited by 61% of the respondents), with the form of the
data, the location of the data and the cost of the data also
being seen as obstructions by many public interest groups.
(Table 5)  Availability of computer equipment and people
with computer expertise were somewhat obstructive, but were
also seen as an aid by almost as many respondents.
For state 313 coordinators, the timeliness of the data
was the biggest obstacle to their using the data.  No other
elements stood out as major obstructions.  The form of the
data was obstructive for many state respondents, but was
also considered an aid by some.  Far more state
coordinators, as compared to public interest groups, found
the availability of computer equipment and people with
19
computer expertise to be adequate versus obstructive, and
cost did not seem to be an obstacle for them.
State and industry representatives, unlike interest
groups, consider many of the items to be both an obstruction
and an aid and indicate that several items had "no effect"
on their use of the data.  Only interest groups consistently
find eacn of the six listed items to significantly obstruct
them.  The major difference among the groups seems to stem
from the availability of resources.  For states and industry
the two items ranked most highly as obstructing them
(timeliness and form) are things that can be changed within
EPA's administration of the TRI program.  The other
potential barriers, which are either considered an aid or to
have no effect by the majority of state coordinators and
industry representatives, can be avoided with staff members
(e.g. "people with computer expertise") or money (e.g. "cost
of the data" and "computer equipment available for use by
the organization").  Interest group respondents, on the
other hand, probably are not as likely to have adequate
resources available to them, and this may at least partially
explain why they consistently find all the items to be an
obstruction.
Quality of data (including reliability, enforcement
strategies of both EPA and state offices, NLM inadequacies,
and "incompleteness") was the obstruction most often cited
by public interest organizations in the free response space
provided on the questionnaire.  The fact that the data in
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some forms can be obtained at no cost, and that it is
available via telecommunications as opposed to the user
needing to be in the same location as the data, were
frequently written in as aiding their use.
To enhance the public's use of the data, changes in the
law and the administration of it should focus on enhancing
the quality and completeness of the data and on providing
the data in easily-accessible formats.  For all three
groups, however, the greatest obstacle to using the data is
timeliness.  As one respondent said "EPA would...release
[TRI] information...9 months to a year after the reporting
deadline [so that] 1988 reports filed July 1st 1989 were not
available until May 1990.  The lag in data availability
limits the usefulness of the data." (emphasis added)
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Table 5
ITEMS AIDING AND OBSTRUCTING THE ORGANIZATION
IN USING THE TRI DATA
Item Interest
Response Group
______313_______ Industry
AVAILABILITY OF COMPUTER EQUIPMENT
Aided 34%
No effect 24
Obstructed 37
39%
36
20
AVAILABILITY OF PEOPLE WITH COMPUTER EXPERTISE
Aided 34 43
No effect 24 32
Obstructed 39 20
16%
63
11
21
58
11
FORM OF THE DATA
Aided 25
No effect 24
Obstructed 46
COST OF THE DATA
Aided 24
No effect 31
Obstructed 36
LOCATION OF DATA
Aided 18
No effect 37
Obstructed 42
TIMELINESS OF DATA
Aided 16
No effect 19
Obstructed 61
23
41
32
14
70
11
18
55
23
7
36
52
5
37
42
16
63
11
0
74
16
11
37
37
N varies for each cell; percentages may not sum to 100 due
to non-response.
B.  Assistance
The public interest groups that we surveyed, as well as
the state agencies and industrial organizations, both need
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assistance in using the TRI data, and provide assistance to
others, outside of their organization, in understanding and
using the information.
1.  Assistance Needed by the Organization
When asked if the organization needed any ancillary
information in order to make the TRI useful, a nearly
unanimous 97% of the interest groups indicated they needed
some type of additional information (as did 89% of state 313
coordinators, and 53% of industrial representatives). (Table
6)  Most-needed by interest groups is information about a
specific facility, such as past accidents, reports of agency
inspections, RCRA compliance, or other existing permits.
Information about the use of control technology or process
changes to reduce specific emissions in industrial processes
would be of interest to 79%, and both information on
specific health impacts and environmental effects of
chemical releases and waste minimization reporting by
industry are also important to interest groups.  Very few
(18%) are interested in further information about the law
(SARA Title III, the Emergency Planning and Community Right-
to-Know Act), including procedures for toxic release
reporting, who to contact, etc.
About one-half of state coordinators would like
information on each of these same four issues (type of
facility, health and environmental effects, technology
changes, and waste minimization efforts) and only a few need
information on the law.  Industry consistently has less of a
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need for any kind of information.
"Other" types of information citizen and environmental
groups would like to receive include industrial compliance
with various permit limits, information on production levels
and chemical use as well as releases, peak release data, and
the mandatory reporting of toxic use reduction and pollution
prevention efforts.
The desire of survey respondents to see some analysis
performed on the data and to have additional information
included with the release of the data (such as the health
and environmental effects associated with reported
chemicals) clearly precludes improving timeliness of
release, an important obstruction of the data for all three
groups.  Obviously, thorough verification efforts and
accurate data entry and supplemental analyses will not
result in a more timely release of the data.  It is likely,
however, that TRI user groups would better tolerate the lack
of timeliness if it were accompanied by the release of more
useful information.
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Table 6
TYPES OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
NEEDED BY TRI USERS
Percent of response group
Type of Information__________Interest______313   Industry
FACILITY-SPECIFIC
USE OF CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS
WASTE MINIMIZATION EFFORTS
THE LAW (EPCRA)
OTHER
NONE
85% 48% 21%*
79 50 21 *
78 48 26 *
72 57 26 **
18 9 5
39 20 16
3 11 47 *
*  p<.001
** p<.005
Of our sample, 73% of citizen and environmental groups
have looked to specific organizations outside of their
organization for help in obtaining different types of
information and in using the TRI, while the other two groups
were less likely to do so.  "Environmental groups" are by
far the source most often turned to for assistance by public
interest groups: 90% of interest group respondents have
contacted them at least once and 45% report contacting them
"frequently." (Table 7)  Similarly, when piiblic interest
groups' reports recognized an organization for the
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assistance it provided, environmental groups were cited the
most frequently. (Table 8)  State agencies, industrial
firms, and EPA are the next three most commonly contacted
organizations by environmental groups, although all of the
organization listed have been contacted "frequently" by some
percentage of interest groups.
This is not true for state 313 coordinators or
industrial representatives.  State 313 coordinators tend to
rely on the EPA most often and industrial firms, state
agencies, and universities somewhat less frequently, while
industry representatives find the majority of the assistance
they need in trade associations and the EPA.  Slightly more
than half of state respondents (55%) and even fewer industry
respondents (42%) report using any outside assistance at all
in interpreting the TRI data or gaining additional
information.  Rarely do state agencies credit any other
organization with providing assistance to them in their
written reports, either.  In fact, the only source of
assistance cited in a report by a state agency was a local
non-profit organization.
Because our industry sample is limited, it is difficult
to make generalizations.  However, it may be that industry
is less likely to look anywhere else for help in using the
data because (1) they have all the help they need within
their organization (i.e. associations such as the CMA
currently supply them with sufficient internal assistance or
they are able to hire staff trained in handling the data);
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or (2) they simply use the data less frequently or in
different ways than do the other two groups and therefore
have a correspondingly less frequent need for assistance.
Table 7
USE OF OUTSIDE SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE
BY SURVEYED TRI USERS
Source of Assistance
Percent of Response Group*
Interest__________313_______Industry
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP
EPA
STATE AGENCY
INDUSTRIAL FIRM
LEPC^
SERC^
TRADE ASSOCIATION
UNIVERSITY
CONSULTANT
90%(45)
67 ( 8)
59 (22)
45 (10)
33 ( 4)
33 ( 6)
22 ( 2)
22 ( 4)
18 ( 2)
17%( 0)
92 (21)
29 ( 4)
33 ( 8)
29 ( 0)
13 ( 4)
17 ( 0)
21 ( 4)
4 ( 0)
25%( 0)
50 (25)
38 ( 0)
38 ( 0)
13 ( 0)
25 ( 0)
63 (25)
0(0)
0 ( 0)
The first number reflects any use of the outsideorganization for assistance, whether "once or twice,""occasionally," or "frequently." The number in parenthesesis the percent of that use that was made "frequently" only.
ͣ^Local Emergency Planning Committee^State Emergency Response Commission
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Table 9
TRENDS IN FREQUENCY OF INFORMATION REQUESTS FROM
,^ OUTSIDE ORGANIZATIONS, 1988-1990
Percent of response group receiving
requests at least several times/month
Year________________Interest__________313_______Industry
1988 26%
1989 40
1990 43
50% 11%
59 0
71 0
The four parties most frequently contacting the surveyed
organizations for information about the TRI were
environmental groups, the news media, individual citizens
and community groups.  These are also the parties citizen
and environmental groups hear from most frequently (though
in a slightly different order if ranked by frequency).
(Table 10)
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Table 10
FREQUENCY OF INFORMATION REQUESTS BY SPECIFIC PARTIESOUTSIDE THE ORGANIZATION
Percent of Response Group
Outside Party____________Interest_______313_______Industry
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP 100%(31%) 93%(36%) 84%( 5%)
INDIVIDUAL 94(43) 93(18) 74( 0)
NEWS MEDIA 94(34) 95(34) 89( 5)
COMMUNITY GROXJP 91(27) 84 ( 7) 74 ( 0)^
STATE LEGISLATOR 58 ( 3) 64 ( 0) 47 ( 0)^
BUSINESS/INDUSTRIAL FIRM 42 ( 3) 86(16) 63 ( 5)^
STATE AGENCY 39 ( 4) 84(16)"* 63 ( 0)^
LEPCS 36( 0) 73( 5) 78( 5)^
CITY/COUNTY AGENCY 34( 3) 68( 5) 42( 0)^
UNIVERSITY 33( 0) 68( 5) 32( 0)^
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICESFIRM 28( 3)^      86(32)       53( 5)^
The first number reflects any contact by the outsideorganization, whether "rarely," "occasionally," or"frequently." The number in parentheses is the percent ofthe response group indicating that the contact occurred"frequently" only.  (When N < 130 due to non-response, thepercentage given is based on the N for that cell.)
i^N=182n=17
^N=66
%=43
When the group is contacted by persons outside the
organization, the most requested type of information for the
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surveyed population as a whole was information about a
particular facility's releases.  However, this varies across
the groups. (Table 11)  Information about a particular
geographic area, a particular facility, and specific health
effects are the most common types of requests made to
interest groups.  Forty-eight percent of state coordinators
said information on a particular facility is a frequent
request, with information on a geographic area and on how to
get the data in a convenient and timely manner being
requested from about 30% of them.  As for industrial
facilities, information on a particular chemical is most
frequently requested.  "Other" types of information
, requested of citizen and environmental groups include
information on citizen suits, lists of the "worst
polluters," information on how the TRI is being used by
state agencies, the EPA and other organizations, and how to
effect reduced emissions.
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Table 11
TYPE AND FREQUENCY OF REQUESTS
FOR SPECIFIC TYPES OF INFORMATION
Percent of Response Group*
Type of Request__________Interest_______313________Industry
RELEASES IN SPECIFICGEOGRAPHIC AREA        94 (31)^     91 (30)^     65 ( 0)^
PARTICULAR FACILITY'SRELEASES 92 (30)"*     98 (48)      95 ( 5)
HEALTH EFFECTS 91%(30%)     86%( 7%)     74%( 5%)
PARTICULAR CHEMICAL'SRELEASES 86 ( 6)"^     90 (14)      94 (11)^
DATA ACCESS 86 (18)^     88 (29)"^     71 ( 6)^
RELEASE PREVENTION       75 (15)^     48 (0)      47 ( 6)^
RISK COMMUNICATION       72 ( 6)^     52 ( 0)      74 ( 0)
The first number reflects any request for that type ofinformation, whether "rarely," "occasionally," or"frequently." The number in parentheses is the percent ofthe response group indicating that the request occurred"frequently" only.  (When N < 130, due to non-response, thepercentage given is based on the N for that cell.)
^N=65^N=18ͣ'N=66
!n=43
^N=17^N=64'N=42
Overall, Tables 6 through 11 indicate that use of the
TRI requires the availability of technical assistance; all
three user groups surveyed need additional information and
assistance of one form or another from sources external to
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the organization.  In addition, this assistance is often
provided by citizen and environmental organizations.
Effective use of the data by its wide range of users
actually depends to a great extent on the activities of
these non-governmental organizations.  Specifically, public
interest groups are being asked to provide information on
what the figures mean, including the health risks associated
with the chemicals and how to communicate these risks, and
on release prevention.
Because citizen and environmental groups are very active
in supplying the TRI information to other organizations,
these groups represent a largely untapped resource.  EPA
could maximize its outreach efforts by providing public
interest groups with the additional information they need
and by supporting them in their efforts to educate the
public.  These groups clearly are already part of an
information-exchange network and are seen as a useful
resource by other groups and individuals (they are being
contacted with substantial frequency by a wide variety of
parties, including environmental groups, individual
citizens, news media, community groups, state legislators,
and industrial firms) (Tables 9 and 11).  With encouragement
and financial or material support, they could likely expand
their efforts to become even more effective in this much-
needed and much-utilized role.
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C.  Use of the TRI Data
We expected the three groups to be using the data
differently (that is, in different ways and for different
purposes), and this proved to be true for our sample.
Identifying these differences might help explain the
variances seen among the groups' attitudes in sections III-A
and B above (ease of access, obstructions to use, and
assistance needed and provided).  Further, thorough
documentation of current data use may expand existing
efforts, as less experienced user groups gain insight from
the work of other, more active and innovative groups.
Citizen and environmental groups, we found, differ
substantially from the other two groups in the ways the data
is used. (Table 12)  Much more so than either of the other
groups, interest group respondents use the data to exert
public pressure on facilities, educate affected residents,
lobby and prepare recommendations for legislative and
regulatory policies, assess adequacy of existing laws and
regulations, and direct negotiations between citizens and
industry (where p < .002 for each item).  All three response
groups are equally interested in identifying needs and
opportunities for source reductions (48% - 58% of
respondents in each group identified it as a way in which
they use the data) and in comparing releases for similar
facilities.
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Table 12
SPECIFIC USES MADE OF THE DATA BY USER GROUP
Use____________________________Interest_____313   Industry
PRESSURE FACILITIES 85%       27%        5%
EDUCATE AFFECTED RESIDENTS       79        16        .53
LOBBY FOR LEGISLATIVE OR
REGULATORY POLICIES 75        14        16
PREPARE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
LEGISLATION/REGULATION
ASSESS EXISTING LAWS
EFFECT SOURCE REDUCTION
COMPARE SIMILAR FACILITIES
DIRECT CITIZEN/INDUSTRY
NEGOTIATIONS
PRIORITIZE RESEARCH
COMPARE TO PERMIT RECORDS
PREPARE COMPANY PROFILE
RAISE FUNDS
PREPARE LITIGATION
PLAN FOR EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
CONDUCT EPIDEMIOLOGICAL
STUDIES 3        11        11
CONDUCT COMMERCIALMARKETING STUDIES 12 0
57 34 16
52 30 16
51 48 58
46 41 42
45 11 11
39 14 16
36 64 32
34 18 53
22 5 0
15 7 0
13 36 32
One implication of these findings is that public
interest groups are playing a key role in the success of the
35
313 program.  For instance, most of those who are familiar
with the TRI agree that the data need not be just a
"paperwork headache" for industry, but rather it could and
should be a useful indicator for them of inefficient and
wasteful practices and potentially unnecessary toxic
chemical use.  Interest groups are providing the impetus for
industry to do just that, by actively pressuring facilities
to take a critical look at the causes behind their emissions
and to find alternatives and solutions.
Also, the intent of section 313 of SARA is to provide
citizens with important information about chemicals in their
communities, but the law neither requires any public
education efforts beyond simply creating the database, nor
allocates any funds to do so.  Public interest groups are
filling in this gap; about 80% of public interest group
respondents report educating affected residents about local
chemical use, and 45% (four times more than either of the
other groups) indicate they've facilitated citizen/industry
negotiations.  In doing so, public interest groups are
helping to keep the lines of communication open between
citizens and industry, a fundamental tenet of the right-to-
know philosophy, so that each can fully benefit from the TRI
data.
Finally, the large percentage of public interest groups
using the TRI data to lobby for legislative and regulatory
policies, prepare recommendations for legislation and
regulation, and assess the adequacy of existing laws shows
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how active they are in the regulatory arena.  All of these
activities result in the cooperative exchange necessary for
the right-to-know program to be successful.  It is not
enough for industrial facilities to report and government
agencies to receive the reports.  As one survey respondent
observed, "Government will never be able to come in from the
outside and manage toxic chemicals safely.  [Local people]
can get more accomplished at a Rotary meeting than 2 pounds
of federal regulation..." Without this vital third link,
the chain of information-transfer under right-to-know would
fall apart.
When asked to rank their uses by importance (with a
"most important use," "second most important," and "third
most important" ranking scheme), the interest groups' most
important use was to educate affected residents.  This was
calculated by assigning each use a score, based on the
following formula:
Score for Usejj = (3*Ni) + (2*N2) + (N3)
where:    N^ = the number of respondents (in eachgroup) selecting Use^ as "most
important"
N2 = the number of respondents (in eachgroup) selecting Usejj as "second most
important"
N3 = the number of respondents (in eachgroup) selecting Use^ as "third most
important"
The actual weights (3, 2 and 1) are arbitrary, but the
feeling is that each use should be given full "credit" for
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the degree of importance placed on it by survey respondents.
To rank the uses based solely on the frequency with which
each was chosen as "most important" would be another way to
order the items, but this method ignores important
information.  For instance, the data may show great
disparity within a particular group as to the use that is
most important, but this same group may be almost unanimous
as to the second most important use.  This significant
observation would be lost with the alternative method of
ranking the answers.  A second benefit of the summing method
is that it produces fewer "ties" among several items being
chosen by the same number of people as the "most important".
In this project, the two methods provide similar, but not
identical, rankings of the items.
Thus, in addition to educating residents, exerting
public pressure on facilities and lobbying for legislative
and regulatory policies are the most important uses of the
data by interest groups.  State coordinators, on the other
hand, see checking emissions against permit records as the
most important use, and industry's most important uses are
to identify needs and opportunities for source reductions
and plan for emergency management. (Table 13)  In all three
groups, the use specified by the survey respondent in the
open-ended "other use" space ranked at least moderately high
on the list, with this being especially true for the state
313 sample.  Some of the uses written in by respondents
include promoting Toxics Use Reduction and Pollution
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Prevention practices of industrial firms (by citizen and
environmental groups), compliance checks of a company's
permitted releases (by state 313 agencies), and "monitoring
performance," (by industry).
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Table 13
MOST IMPORTANT USE OF THE DATA,
BASED ON RANKS ASSIGNED BY SURVEY RESPONDENTS
Score
Use_______________________________Interest   313    Industry
EDUCATE AFFECTED RESIDENTS          73 10 14
LOBBY^                               67 12 2
PRESSURE FACILITIES                 63 9 0
DIRECT NEGOTIATIONS^                25 2 4
EFFECT SOURCE REDUCTION             23 29 21
PREPARE RECOMMENDATIONS^            18 10 1
ASSESS EXISTING LAWS                17 12 5
COMPARE TO PERMIT                    8 43 0
COMPARE SIMILAR FACILITIES           7 14 8
PRIORITIZE RESEARCH                  7 6 0
PREPARE COMPANY PROFILE              7 10 11
PREPARE LITIGATION                   7 0 0
RAISE FtJNDS                          4 0 0
EMERGENCY PLANNING                   2 20 13
CONDUCT EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDIES      0 9 2
CONDUCT MARKETING STUDIES           0 10
"OTHER"                              21 19 6
 Score based on a weighted sum of the number of times each
item was selected as most important, second most important,
and third most important by respondents.
^lobby for legislative and regulatory policies^negotiations between citizens and industryͣ^recommendations for legislative and regulatory policies
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1.  Purpose of Use
When asked about the organization's purpose in using the
TRI data, state 313 coordinators generally report responding
to legal mandates or meeting public or media requests for
specific information.  In contrast to this reactive
approach, public interest groups are taking a stronger
proactive position when it comes to data dissemination.  As
one respondent wrote, "as part of the Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know Act, the TRI data should be brought
to the attention of the general public, not just those who
request the data.  We try to make the data as available as
possible to the public."  In their written reports, which is
the dissemination vehicle most often used by all three
groups (Table 14), citizen groups most often focus on
instituting pollution prevention or Toxic Use Reduction laws
or regulation as their main policy objective.  Thirty-five
percent of the reports' analyses and conclusions aim at
influencing specific state policies while 15% focus on
policy changes at the national level.  Over one-third of the
reports specifically cite citizen empowerment among their
aims.  A small subset of the reports compare the data to
existing permit or other publicly available data bases.
(Table 15)
Industry is somewhat proactive in its approach, but
tends to be motivated by a mild fear.  Members of industrial
firms are conducting outreach to provide additional
information to the public before people read about releases
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in the paper and become, possibly unduly, alarmed.  "We
wanted to disseminate the TRI data to the local community
prior to it being 'revealed' by the media.  We also wanted
to have the opportunity to discuss what the niombers mean and
provide information about environmental improvements," said
one industry representative when asked about the
organization's purpose in disseminating information.
Comments from other members of industry echo this sentiment:
"to put information in perspective," "to communicate openly
with citizens," and "to make it easy for citizens to get
information they had every right to have__where we would
have the opportunity to provide background information on
how the data was collected," were offered as the impetus for
active information disclosure by several industrial firms.
Table 14
MEANS OF PUBLICLY DISSEMINATING THE TRI DATA
Percent of Response Group
Forum_____________________Interest_______313______Industry
WRITTEN REPORT
PRESS RELEASE
NEWSLETTER
PUBLIC MEETING
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP
MAILING
78% 50% 79%
76 36 53
60 18 53
52 11 74
48 23 53
34 27 42
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Table 15
REPORTED PURPOSE OF TRI REPORTS STUDIED*
Percent of Reports
Purpose__________________________Public Interest_____State
EFFECT POLLUTION PREVENTION/SOURCE
REDUCTION EFFORTS
CHANGE STATE POLICY
INCREASE CITIZEN EMPOWERMENT
RAISE AWARENESS/SUMMARIZE TRI DATA
CHANGE FEDERAL POLICY
AID EMERGENCY PLANNING
OTHER
A report may have more than one purpose; "raise awareness"was assumed only if no other specific purpose(s) was stated.
58% 15%
35 0
33 5
15 75
15 0
8 0
10 5
2.  Impact of TRI Use
Public interest groups report that their use of the TRI
data has had significant impact on two main areas:  the
media and its coverage of toxic chemical emissions; and
legislative, regulatory and administrative action. (Table
16)  They responded that other important impacts of their
efforts are in facilitating meetings between industry and
community groups and promoting source reduction efforts.
Given the rather vague intent of SARA Section 313 as
discussed in section 1,   these outcomes are noteworthy; their
achievement is attributed not to strict regulatory
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enforcement or the threat of legal repercusions, but solely
to self-motivated efforts.
Interestingly, the self-identified purpose of the
organization's efforts offerred the most frequently by all
three groups is a general goal of "raising awareness," and
"informing the public." Yet, when provided with the
opportunity to do so, they accept responsibility for these
other much more specific and consequential impacts.  It may
be that it is assumed such impacts naturally follow from
increased education and awareness.  One respondent
elaborated on his groups' purpose (education) to say: "...to
have industry aware of requirements and thereby comply; to
have community aware of Community Right-to-Know information
and thereby have the opportunity to participate in local
activities; to have government aware of entire program and
thereby regulate and enforce more adeptly." (emphasis added)
Media coverage has been affected by all three groups,
probably because this is an effective and easy means of
raising the public's awareness and because toxic emissions
are considered a hot reporting topic for the press.
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Table 16
IMPACT OF ORGANIZATION'S USE OF THE TRI DATA
Percent of Response Group
Impact__________________________Interest____313  Industry
RESULTED IN MEDIA COVERAGE
OF TOXIC EMISSION SUBJECTS       8''%      61%      68%*
STIMULATED LEGISLATIVE, REGULATORY
OR ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 66       32       42 *
FACILITATED MEETINGS BETWEEN
INDUSTRY AND COMMUNITY GROUPS    49
PROMPTED SOURCE REDUCTION EFFORTS  46
RESULTED IN LITIGATION 24
16 68   **
32 68
20 0
*  p<.01
** p<.001
Given the choice, however, industry is not in favor of
media coverage to the extent that interest groups and state
agencies are, and one respondent qualified his answer with
the comment "media coverage strongly favored as long as fit
is] factual." (emphasis added)  In fact the only action
strongly supported by industry is industry-public
cooperation. (Table 17)  The tendency is for industry to
want to avoid further, and "excessive" regulatory burdens:
"We are making such good progress throughout the
country...Let's not inhibit it with mandates which are
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costly and unnecessary," suggests one industry respondent.
Similarly, state agencies shy away from supporting
actions which would increase their responsibilities, without
a corresponding increase in resources.  The action most
favored by them does not involve the expenditure of efforts
or resources on their part, but rather requires negotiation
between industry and the public.  In response to a survey
question eliciting preferences for specific actions, state
coordinators responded with:  "I presume you mean the
enforcement would be done by EPA;" "supports of the above
actions would be conditioned upon receiving funding to
support actions our agency would be required to do in lieu
of the U.S. EPA;" and "funding for states - strongly
favored."  Since inspections, for instance, could involve
any number of parties, from the public to industry to the
state and EPA, state respondents are more likely to
recommend them if it were clear that they would not be
solely responsible for mandating and conducting them.
Citizens, on the other hand, strongly support almost all
the TRI-inspired actions offered by the survey, and suggest
others, such as the formation of local community action
groups and citizen oversight, expansion of Right-to-Know
efforts, school-based education programs aimed at "the next
generation," and citizen suits against companies who fail to
report.  Citizen and environmental groups are in a unique
position relative to our other response groups.  They
generally do not have as many internal and external forces
46
"^^^     ' ^'ms^^^^ifiWMmm-''
acting upon them and pulling them in often disparate
directions, as do both industrial organizations and
state/federal agencies.  At the same time, they are not
unaffected by fiscal constraints; they rely on volunteers as
the principal source of support for their activities.
Table 17
ATTITUDES TOWARD SPECIFIC TRI-STIMULATED ACTIONS
Percent of Response Group
Action-Attitude_________________Interest_____313  Industry
MEDIA COVERAGE
Support 100% 71% 39%
Oppose 0 0 0
TOXICS USE REDUCTION LEGISLATION
Support 100 81 6
Oppose 0 0 75
TOXIC EMISSIONS REGULATION
Support 98 83 38
Oppose 0 2 31
MANDATED PLANT INSPECTION
Support 98 46 6
Oppose 0 18 75
INDUSTRY-PUBLIC COOPERATION
Support 88 93 100
Oppose 2 0 0
VOLUNTARY PLANT INSPECTIONS
Support 67 61 50
Oppose 14 5 11
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D.  Limitations of the TRI Data
In addition to asking the organization to identify the
various ways it uses the TRI data, the survey also allowed
respondents to indicate any limitations they have
experienced in using the data for their purposes.  The
Environmental Protection Agency has acknowledged that the
TRI data has certain limitations (EPA, 1989), related to
details that are not reported or cannot be determined from
what is reported.  These include:
- the law requires only that the information be
based on reasonable estimates; actual measurements
or monitoring are not required, which limits the
accuracy of the data obtained.
- the TRI does not provide a complete picture
of all toxic emissions to a community as not all
sources of chemical releases are reported. Only
facilities of a given size are covered under the
law and many other types of facilities (such asincinerators and dry-cleaning establishments) are
excluded.
- only the annual emissions to the air, water
and land are reported, not the rate of release.
The health effects of a large release over a short
period of time are potentially very different from
those resulting from smaller releases over a long
period of time.
- the extent of public exposure cannot be
determined or even estimated from the TRI data
alone.
We hoped to discover if those who use the data share EPA's
views, and whether they have experienced additional problems
with using the TRI information for their organization's
purposes.
Overall, a greater percentage of interest group survey
respondents than either of the other groups expressed
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dissatisfaction with the quality and usefulness of the data.
Table 18)  Though fewer 313 coordinators indicated that each
item listed with the survey question was seen by their
organization as a limitation of the data, the responses of
313 agents and interest group members were qualitatively
quite similar (i.e. the rankings of the items by % of
respondents selecting each are not dramatically different,
though the percentage of people in the state 313 group
responding to each item was smaller).  This suggests that
the two groups are fundamentally in agreement as to the
limitations inherent in the data, but perhaps due to the
differences in each group's use of the data, are not
affected to the same degree by these limitations.
In written reports, however, state agencies are just as
likely or more so to point out limitations in the data.
(Table 19)  A common format for the reports is to provide a
brief overview of the law and the reporting requirements,
and then list a set of five or six limitations which
illustrate why the figures reported represent only a
fraction of the chemicals actually in the environment.  It
is not common for the author of a report to dwell on the
limitations or to discuss them at length.  (See Appendix H
for an overview of reports.)
The most frequently selected limitations by surveyed
citizen and environmental groups were the exclusion of
sources such as incinerators, the exclusion of small
facilities, the exclusion of waste shipped off-site for
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recycling, the too-high reporting threshold values, and the
lack of compliance on the part of industrial facilities in
reporting their emissions.  (These, in slightly different
order, are also the top limitations as reported by state 313
coordinators, with the inability to easily make year-to-year
comparisons being equally important to them.) (Table 18)
Calculating the "most important" limitation using the same
method as described in section C ("Use of the TRI data")
results in a very similar ranking of the items, with "the
exclusion of small facilities" becoming a less significant
limitation. (Table 20)
Trade secret exemptions do not seem to be a significant
hindrance to citizen use of the data, apparently because it
is rarely exercised by reporting facilities.  In her review
of Title III reports, Hadden found no filers in Maryland had
claimed a trade secret. (Hadden, 1989b)  A little-known but
important impact of the trade secret clause, as described by
Hadden, is the only moderate usefulness of EPA's toxicity
matrix (as illustrated in Table 21)  In devising the matrix
EPA was prevented by law from supplying health effects
information which would result in identifying any of the 309
chemicals on the reporting list.  The first draft of the
matrix compared these 309 chemicals against 10 health and
environmental effects and resulted in 70 chemicals
exhibiting unique toxicity patterns and thereby allowing
knowledgeable people to determine the chemicals' identity.
Reducing the categories to four effectively achieved a
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matrix with no chemicals exhibiting unique patterns and
produced information with lower specificity and reduced
usefulness.  If citizens knew the effect trade secret
exemptions have had on the quality of information available
to them, they might have ranked it higher on the list of
limitations.
Relatively few industrial representatives indicated
experiencing any of these problems with using the data.
Twenty-one percent of them did, however, write in additional
comments of their own (as did 16% of interest groups and 27%
of state 313 coordinators), and were far more likely to
select "their" limitation as the most important when asked
to rank them.  It is likely that their needs and
perspectives are quite different from those of interest
groups and state 313 coordinators, and that the survey as
written may not have adequately captured their attitudes.
Five of the 19 industry representatives offered
additional limitations, including inaccurate data entry by
EPA, the inclusion of irrelevant or non-toxic chemicals, and
the fact that fugitive emission estimates result in
misleading information.  The biggest concern for state 313
coordinators is the inaccuracy of the NLM database.
Citizens find the generated data itself to be qualitatively
limited:  no peak release or chemical use information is
reported; not all suspected carcinogens and teratogens are
reported; and the method of estimation is not necessarily
included in a facility's report.
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Table 18
LIMITATIONS ON THE USEFULNESS OF THE TRI DATA
Percent of Response Group
Limitation___________________Interest_____313_____Industry
EXCLUSION OF SOME SOURCES
OF EMISSIONS
EXCLUSION OF SMALL FACILITIES
USE OF "RECYCLING LOOPHOLE"^
HIGH REPORTING THRESHOLD
RATE OF NON-COMPLIANCE
EXCLUSION OF SOME SUBSTANCES
EXCLUSION OF HEALTH/ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS        64        32 11
EXCLUSION OF WASTES TREATED
ON-SITE 58        32 5
EXCLUSION OF TOXINS
IN PRODUCTS 57        16 0
DIFFICULTY OF MAKING
YEAR-TO-YEAR COMPARISONS
INACCURACY OF ESTIMATES
TRADE SECRET EXEMPTIONS^
79% 41% 0
78 59 16
78 50 11
67 32 0
66 45 5
64 16 0
57 45 26
45 34 21
30 5 0
25 ͣ 7 5
22 9 0
LACK OF AGGREGATION/SUMMARY
USE OF JARGON/ABBREVIATIONS
^the recycling loophole allows for wastes which are shippedoff-site for recycling to be excluded from reporting.
^the "trade secret" clause allows a reporting facility tolegally withhold information which is "likely to causesubstantial harm to the competitive position" of thefacility if reported and is not "readily discoverablethrough reverse engineering." (SARA, Sec. 322 (b)(3)&(4))
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Table 19
LIMITATIONS OF THE TRI DATA
MOST FREQUENTLY CITED  IN REPORTS STUDIED
Percent of Reports
Limitation_______________________Public Interest_____State
SOURCES EXCLUDED 39% 30%
RATE OF INDUSTRIAL NON-COMPLIANCE 39 20
LIMITED NUMBER OF FACILITIES COVERED 37 45
EMISSIONS NOT BASED ON ACTUAL MONITORING 23 50
LIMITED NUMBER OF SUBSTANCES COVERED 23 10
FREQUENCY & RATE OF RELEASE NOT REPORTED 19 35
HEALTH/ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS EXCLUDED 19 30
NO EXTERNAL VERIFICATION OF ESTIMATES 17 25
HIGH REPORTING THRESHOLDS 15 15
REPORTING INACCURACIES 14 15
EXPOSURE NOT DETERMINED 0 30
Limitations cited in at least 10% of the reports analyzed.
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Table 20
MOST IMPORTANT LIMITATIONS
ON THE USEFULNESS OF THE TRI DATA,
BASED ON RANKS ASSIGNED BY SURVEY RESPONDENTS
Limitation
Score
Interest  313  Industry
SOURCES EXCLUDED
RECYCLING LOOPHOLE
SUBSTANCES EXCLUDED
HIGH REPORTING THRESHOLDS
NON-COMPLIANCE
57
54
41
35
34
HEALTH/ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS EXCLUDED 32
SMALL FACILITIES EXCLUDED 30
TOXINS IN PRODUCTS EXCLUDED 22
YEAR-TO-YEAR COMPARISONS DIFFICULT 13
ON-SITE TREATMENT VOLUMES EXCLUDED 12
ESTIMATES INACCURATE 10
INFORMATION NOT AGGREGATED/SUMMARIZED 5
TRADE SECRET EXEMPTIONS 3
JARGON/ABBREVIATIONS CONFUSING 0
"OTHER"         . 10
21
21
10
19
32
7
27
0
28
6
17
3
0
3
24
0
4
0
0
1
3
3
0
11
1
7
1
0
0
14
*Score based on a weighted sum of the number of times eachitem was selected as most important, second most important,
and third most important by respondents.
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Table 21
ANALYTICAL TOOLS UTILIZED
IN THE WRITING OF TRI REPORTS STUDIED
Percent of Reports
Data Source______________________Public Interest_____State
EPA'S TOXICITY MATRIX
NJ'S HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE FACT SHEETS
RISK SCREENING GUIDE
ROADMAPS
ERA'S "ESTIMATING RELATIVE RISK"
OTHER
27% 0%
21 15
2 0
2 0
2 0
10 15
E.  Recommendations for the TRI Program
1.  Offered by Surveyed Groups
Finally, in writing the survey instrument we felt it was
important to elicit from the respondent any recommendations
he or she would like to make to the EPA regarding
administration of the TRI program.  This not only allowed
the respondent to realize that his or her opinions were
valuable and would be shared with someone who might be able
to respond to his suggestions with changes in the program,
but also provides EPA administrators with meaningful
feedback regarding their efforts under the TRI program.
Recommendations follow predictably from the limitations
presented in the previous section.  Citizens, more of whom
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would like to see improvements in all aspects of the TRI
program than either of the other groups, most strongly
recommend changes that would result in both more facilities
reporting and in mandated reporting of additional
information. (Table 22)  They would also like the data to be
linked to other kinds of information and recommend improving
access and assessment abilities of users.  Again, industry
respondents are hesitant to recommend changes that will
ultimately demand more of their time and resources, such as
expanding the list of chemicals covered and requiring
industry to conduct exposure assessments.  For obvious
reasons, training in data assessment and improved user-
friendliness of databases is recommended by industry; the
more able citizens are to successfully access and understand
the information as a result of someone else's efforts, the
less likely it is that industry will be dealing with an
uninformed public or be saddled with the responsibility of
educating them.  At first it was surprising that industry
respondents recommended expanding the nvimber of facilities
covered under the law.  I suspect, however, that this is
because reporting facilities were surveyed; if they are
required to report, they figure everyone else should have to
as well.  "The EPA has not done a good job of stressing to
the public that not "everyone" is required to report under
313," explains an industry respondent, "and this makes
companies who do report... look bad."
In addition, citizens write that they recommend use data
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and toxic use reduction/pollution prevention efforts be
reported, that risk to the general public be assessed and
that health effects of reported chemicals be included.
State agencies would like to see federal funding for TRI
activities and EPA-conducted audits.  "A major shortcoming
in the legislation," writes a state representative, "is that
Congress did not provide funding to the state to properly
implement SARA Title III." Another state 313 agent
recommends that no changes in the TRI program take place.
He writes, "EPA needs to reduce changes and new requirements
wherever possible and let people have a chance to become
familiar with present requirements.  Frequent changes impair
compliance."
Industry wants to eliminate non-toxic chemicals from
reporting and, like state respondents, also feels that most
recommended changes would be inappropriate and potentially
detrimental to the program.  "[Most of these changes] would
detract from the data's usefulness and the ability to use it
to protect public health.  EPA needs to set priorities and
work on real, not artificial, problems.  Time and money
should be spent effectively," is a comment received from
industry.
The only change in the ranking of items as a result of
"most important recommendation" calculations is that the
required reporting of mass balance information becomes a
higher priority for public interest groups. (Table 23)
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2.  Presented in Written Reports
The recommendations presented in the text of reports
written by citizen and environmental groups and state
agencies can be organized into three broad categories:
policy recommendations, recommendations specific to the TRI
program, and suggested uses of the TRI data.  Table 24 is
interesting because it shows something quite different from
tables 22 and 23.  Tables 22 and 23 indicate that state
agencies are likely to support a recommendation when
solicited to do so.  However, when not in a question/answer
format, they are relatively less likely than citizen groups
to actively promote any recommendations at all.  Most state
documents report and list the data in a general way, but do
not recommend a specific application of the information to
prevent or mitigate environmental problems.  Occassionally,
the state agency will prepare a document with the purpose of
effecting action or environmental improvement, but this is
more likely to be true of citizen and environmental groups.
These groups' reports frequently apply the data to issues of
policy, human health, or environmental quality.  Their
reports strongly encourage the reader to become involved,
and make clear recommendations for specific actions that
might be taken as a result of the TRI data.
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Table 22
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE ADMINISTRATION
OF THE TRI PROGRAM
Percent of Response Group
Recommendation_____________________Interest  313  Industry
EXPAND FACILITIES COVERED 88%     66%     16%
REQUIRE REPORTING OF VOLUMES
IRANSFERRED OFF-SITE FOR RECYCLING
PROVIDE PEAK RELEASE INFORMATION
EXPAND LIST OF CHEMICALS COVERED
REQUIRE COMPANIES TO MONITOR EMISSIONS 73
LOWER REPORTING THRESHOLDS
REQUIRE INDUSTRY TO REPORT
EMISSION CALCULATIONS METHODOLOGY
LINK TO REGULATORY PERMIT APPLICATIONS 67
ADD MASS BALANCE INFORMATION
LINK DATA TO HEALTH INFORMATION
PROVIDE FOR COMMUNITY LEVEL
313 OVERSIGHT
PROVIDE COMPUTER ANALYSIS ON REQUEST
IMPROVE ON-LINE DATABASE
REQUIRE INDUSTRY TO
CONDUCT EXPOSURE ASSESSMENTS
MONITOR TRADE SECRETS
PROVIDE TRAINING IN DATA ASSESSMENT
REQUIRE TRI REPORTING TO LEPCs
87 52 5
84 68 5
79 36 0
73 34 5
72 30 0
70 32 5
67 43 5
64 36 0
58 16 5
54 11 5
54 16 0
51 27 37
51 20 0
48 5 0
46 25 37
43 20 5
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Table 2 3
MOST IMPORTANT RECOMMENDATION
FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE TRI PROGRAM
Recommendation Interest
Score
313 Industry
EXPAND FACILITIES COVERED
ADD MASS BALANCE INFORMATION
REQUIRE REPORTING OF VOLUMES
TRANSFERRED OFF-SITE FOR RECYCLING
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54
46
EXPAND LIST OF CHEMICALS COVERED 28
REQUIRE COMPANIES TO MONITOR EMISSIONS 26
LOWER REPORTING THRESHOLDS    ^ 22
"OTHER" 18
LINK TO REGXJLATORY PERMIT APPLICATIONS 18
REQUIRE INDUSTRY TO
CONDUCT EXPOSURE ASSESSMENTS
PROVIDE FOR COMMUNITY LEVEL
313 OVERSIGHT
PROVIDE TRAINING IN DATA ASSESSMENT
IMPROVE ON-LINE DATABASE
REQUIRE INDUSTRY TO REPORT
EMISSION CALCULATIONS METHODOLOGY
LINK DATA TO HEALTH INFORMATION
REQUIRE TRI REPORTING TO LEPCs
PROVIDE COMPUTER ANALYSIS ON REQUEST
MONITOR TRADE SECRETS
14
47
14
17
14
8
9
15
27
7
0
2
0
3
0
12
0
13 3 1
11 4 12
10 4 15
10 10 2
6 3 2
6 8 1
1 4 0
0 0 0
*Score based on a weighted sum of the number of times eachitem was selected as most important, second most important,
and third most important by respondents.
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Table 24
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE TRI PROGRAM
MOST FREQUENTLY CITED  IN THE REPORTS STUDIED
Percent of Reports
Recommendation_____________________Public Interest_____State
EFFECT TOXICS USE REDUCTION 65 10
SPUR WATER QUALITY LEGISLATION 36 0
INCREASE CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 29 0
SPUR AIR TOXICS LEGISLATION 27 5
INCREASE FUNDING FOR TRI ACTIVITIES 21 5
INCREASE ENFORCEMENT MEASURES 17 0
USE IN PLANNING AND ZONING DECISIONS 10 15
REQUIRE WASTE MINIMIZATION REPORTING 10 5
EXPAND LIST OF COVERED CHEMICALS 10 0
COMPARE TRI TO HEALTH DATA 8 15
IDENTIFY HOTSPOTS FOR PRIORITY-SETTING 6 20
COMPARE RELEASES FOR SIMILAR FACILITIES    6 10
COMPARE TO PERMIT APPLICATIONS 2 10
OTHER 25 30
Recommendations cited in at least 10% of the reports
analyzed.
IV.  CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS
Despite expectations, citizen users of the Toxics
Release Inventory are accessing the data not through
technical means such as magnetic tape and microfiche which
require sophisticated equipment, but primarily through
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written documents and reports.  Currently, the EPA is not
the main source of assistance for citizen and environmental
groups, but other environmental groups are.  Further, these
groups are for the most part finding specific elements of
the TRI dissemination program (e.g. form, location,
timeliness and cost of the data) to be obstructive to them
in their use of the data.
Although they are turning to various organizations for
assistance, public interest groups are also, a substantial
source of assistance for other users.  The frequency of
requests is increasing, and the requests are coming from a
widely varied array of interested parties, ranging from
individuals and community groups, to state legislators, to
industrial firms.  The most-needed information, by both
public interest organizations and by groups contacting them
with specific requests, includes facility-specific releases,
releases in a particular geographic area and
health/environmental effects of these releases.
As evidenced by their written reports and their survey
responses, public interest organizations primarily use the
data to bring about emission reductions (either through
direct pressure on facilities or indirectly via legislative
or regulatory processes).  "Effect source reduction" is a
frequently self-stated purpose in writing a report.  A
second major impact of public interest efforts is public
education, through media coverage, industry-public
negotiations, and other outreach activities.
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Because public interest groups see the amount of data
being collected as the major limitation of the TRI, they
recommend more facilities be covered, additional sources be
included, and a greater number of chemicals be reported on.
Further, they would like to see the quality of the data
improved, by monitoring emissions, enhancing compliance, and
including additional types of information in the reporting
form.
The role of citizens in any right to know program is a
very important one and it has become clear through this
research that they are living up to and going beyond any
expectations of them under the TRI program of EPCRA.  They
support and actively effect toxics use reduction and
pollution prevention efforts and other environmental quality
activities.  They are making use of the data and providing
assistance to other individuals and organizations in their
use of the data.  Serving as a link between the major
players in the 313 right to know program, public interest
organizations facilitate the interaction of citizens,
industry, and regulatory agencies so that each can be
successful in its role.
However, a law that merely ensures the availability of
the raw data about amounts and locations of toxic chemicals
is not enough to ensure the right to know; this research has
shown that if citizens are to effectively participate in
decision-making, they need additional information and help
--^^^^^I^^^r -
in interpreting the data.  Participation, a central doctrine
of democracy, can be enhanced as a result of the TRI
program.  As Hadden discusses, when this kind of information
is publicized by the press and public interest groups people
are likely going to be surprised and unhappy about the
problems in their communities.  This discontent, however,
can be mobilized in more productive ways.  Armed with data
and knowledge, citizens can feel the sense of empowemnent
and motivation necessary for participation in decision-
making about local environmental concerns.
Table 1, presented in section I, shows what is required
for this empowerment to grow out of basic data provision.
Results of this research suggest that the third column need
not be titled "governmental role" exclusively.  Citizens, or
public interest organizations acting on the behalf of
individual citizens, are providing help to other citizens in
analyzing and interpreting the data.  Further, "providing a
means of participating" may be a role for industry, as
suggested by the strong interest respondents had in
promoting positive, open relationships with the public.
This indicates the potential for direct citizen involvement
in industrial planning.
While the extent to which this particular right-to-know
program will ultimately alter the level of power citizens
can achieve is still to be seen, it is clear that citizens
play a very important role in reducing chemical substances
in the local environment.  Indeed, it has been said that
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"community watchdog organizations and consumer or citizen
education campaigns are often more effective than government
regulators in pressuring companies and developers to clean
up their act." (Vig and Kraft, 1990)  Such acknowledgement
of the power of citizen efforts is very encouraging.
V.  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
This research investigated the activities of citizen and
environmental organizations, state agencies and industrial
representatives, who, by virtue of the research design, were
aware of the data.  Those responding obviously had already
accessed and used the data, so the question of the extent to
which citizens at large are using the TRI data can not be
addressed with this research.  Since the law was directed
toward citizens, this is an important question.  It would be
interesting to find out what percentage of the general
public knows this data exists and have tried, successfully
or unsuccessfully, to obtain information under Title III.
It is available through all federal depository libraries,
but is that enough?
Impacts of organizations' efforts in this study were
self-reported.  Objective evaluation of these impacts would
be a better indicator of the potential value of this data
and the effectiveness of America's traditional use of
information provision over direct regulation.  The degree to
which an organization's intended purpose parallels its uses
and impacts could be investigated.
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The State Emergency Response Commission and Local
Emergency Planning Committees were all but invisible in most
of this research.  Was the methodology flawed and unable to
assess their roles or are they invisible in the public's eye
as well?  Can they be put to more effective use?  If it is
ultimately an issue of financial constraints, states should
urge the federal government to provide adequate funding for
these organizations to carry out the TRI program.  In the
interim, states should enact laws to provide funds for this
purpose.  A current proposal in New York State, for
instance, would enact a system of yearly fee assessments
levied on regulated facilities, based on considerations of
on-site factors such as volume of chemicals used, hazard,
and storage conditions.  These funds would then be allocated
between the SERC and LEPCs. (Ward, 1990)
One recommendation in this thesis is that alternative
dissemination techniques be investigated and the
effectiveness of the written report be improved upon.
Because they are most likely to use a written format such as
a report, press release, or newsletter to disseminate the
data, interest groups, and ultimately those who turn to
these groups for help, would benefit from efforts to
increase the quality of these documents.  In addition to the
data, the methodology could also be improved, by finding out
what type of written document or newsletter is most
effective for dissemination of this kind of data, or most
preferred by the individuals who will read will it.  Perhaps
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offering workshops or other types of training in report
generation, or providing a template of a "good" report to
these groups, would be advantageous for both the
organization and EPA.
Face-to-face communication efforts, such as workshops,
conferences and public meetings, are another avenue which
could be explored and possibly enhanced with the help of
additional resources and outside assistance.  The
development of a training session for public interest
representatives on how to better use the data could be a
very useful expenditure of federal- or state-level
resources.  These representatives would then be able to go
out and hold workshops for the public, potentially in
conjunction with state and/or industry representatives.
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APPENDIX A:
SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS OF SARA TITLE III
The purpose of SARA Title in is to improve local emergency response planning and increase
communication concerning toxic hazards by requiring companies to provide information about chemical
use, production, and releases to the environment.   The law has four major components: emergency
planning, emergency notification, community right-to-know, and toxic chemical release reporting.
Reporting requirements under the law are complicated by the fact that there are different lists of
chemicals for each section of the law, chemical quantities that trigger reporting differ according to the
chemical and the section of the law, and different types of companies are subject to different
provisions.
Emergency Planning (§§301-303) designed to improve state and local emergency response and
preparedness capabilities through increased coordination and planning.   The law requires each state to
create a State Emergency Response Commission (SERQ which in turn designates local emergency
planning districts.   Each district forms a Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC), responsible for
developing and reviewing annually local emergency response plans.  Under §302, companies are
required to work with the LEPC if they have any of more than 350 extremely hazardous chemicals on
site in amounts above the threshold planning quantity (TPQ) established by EPA.   The TPQs range
from 2 to 10,000 pounds defending on the chemical's toxicity.   The law does not specify a company's
obligations for emergency planning, other than notifying the SERC and LEPC that it is subject to the
law and designating a representative to participate in the emergency planning process.   Under
§303(d)3, a facility must provide any information needed to develop the emergency plan upon request
from the LEPC.
Emergency Notification (§304) provides the public and emergency responders with immediate
notification of accidental releases of substances that could harm human health or the environment.   The
notification requirements cover all of the chemicals listed under §302 as well as over 700 substances
listed under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Liability, and Compensation Act (CERCLA).
Firms must notify state and local emergency planning groups if they release a listed substance in
excess of the reporiable quantity thresholds, which range from 1 to 5,000 pounds.   Companies also
must submit to these groups a written follow-up notice that explains the response actions taken, known
or anticipated health risks from the release, and medical attention required by exposed persons.
Community Right-to-Know (§§311/312) makes information on the hazardous substances produced
and used by local firms publicly available.   Facilities that prepare MSDSs under OSHA's Hazard
Communication Standard must submit copies of MSDSs or lists of MSDS chemicals to the local fire
department, LEPC, and SERC.   The list of chemicals must identify the applicable hazard categories
defined by EPA (five hazard categories).   Facilities also must submit a hazardous chemical inventory
to these authorities.   The inventories must include Tier I information, which is aggregate data on the
amounts and locations of chemicals on site that fall into health and physical hazards categories defined
by EPA. Companies must provide more specific Tier II information if so requested by the local fire
department, LEPC, or SERC.
Toxic Chemical Release Reporting (§313) makes information on the type and volume of
chemicals that companies release, routinely or accidentally, into the environment publicly available.
There are over 3(X) chemicals on the §313 list.   Facilities are required to report annually the amount of
toxic chemicals they release to the air, water, land, and transfer off site, if ihey: 1) use 10,000 pounds
or more of a listed toxic chemical, or manufacture or process 25,000 pounds or more of a listed toxic
chemical; 2) have 10 or more full-time employees; and 3) conduct manufacturing operations (SIC
codes 20-39).   As required by SARA, EPA has compiled the §313 reports into a national computerized
database called the Toxics Release Inventory (TRI), which is accessible to the public in print and
electronic formats.
APPENDIX B: WHO MUST REPORT?
Facilities must file TRI reports if they meet all three of the following criteria:
1) Conduct manufacturing operations included in the Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) codes 20 through 39:
SiC Industry Group
20 Food
21 Tobacco
22 Textiles
23 Apparel
24 Lumber and Wood
25 Furniture
26 Paper
27 Printing and Publishing
28 Chemicals
29 Petroleum and Coal
30 Rubber and Plastics
31 Leather
32 Stone, Clay and Glass
33 Primary Metals
34 Fabricated Metals
35 Machinery (Excluding Electrical)
36 Electrical and Electronic Equipment)
37 Transportation Equipment
38 Instruments
39 Miscellaneous Manufacturing
2) Employ 10 or more full-time individuals
3a) Manufacture, import, or process any of the Section 313 listed chemicals
in amounts greater than:
* 75,000 pounds in 1987
* 50,000 pounds in 1988
* 25,000 pounds in 1989 and subsequent years
- OR-
3b) Use any listed chemical in amounts greater than 10,000 pounds in 1987
and subsequent years.
Taken from:     "Toxic Tides:     Your Right to Know," HudsonRiver Sloop Clearwater,   Inc.
FLOWSHEET FOR DETERMINATION OF APPLICABILITY
OF
TOXIC CHEMICAL RELEASE REPORTING
(Section 313)
Does your facility have
10 or more full-time
employees?
No
jv»
Is your facility classified
under SIC codes
20 through 39?______
No
Tves
Does your facility
import, manufacture,
process, or otherwise
use any chemical listed
in Appendix 6 ?
No
Otherwise
Used
Import
Manufacture
or
Process
Calendar Year
1987
Yes
Calendar Year
1988
Yes
Calendar Year
after 1988
Yes
-W|   Reporting not required
iM  Reporting not required
i*•  Reporting not required
Did your facility othenwise
use more the 10,000 pounds
of the chemical in the past
calendar year?
Yes
Report must be filed
No
ͣ>j|  Reporting not required
Did your facility process, import or
"^f  manufacture more the 75,000
pounds of the chemical in 1987?
Report must be filed
No
Reporting not required
^_  Did your facility process, import or"^ manufacture more than 50,000
pounds of the chemical in 1988?
YesTBS I
------^m    Report must be filed
No
B
< ͨ«  Reporting not required
Did your facility process, import or
manufacture nnore than 25,000
pounds of the chemical in past
calendar year?________________
No
Report must be filed
Reporting not required
Taken from:  Understanding the New Emergency Planning andCommunity Right-to-Know Programs of Superfund (Title III).James Kuszaj.
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LIST OF TOXIC CHEMICALS
SUBJECT TO SECTION 313
(Published
Chemical Name
Acetaldehyde
Acetamide
Acetone
Acetonitrile
2-Acety)aminofluorene
Acrolein
Acrylamide
Acrylic acid
Acrylonitrile
Aldrln[1,<:5,8-Dimethanonaphthal«n»,1,2,3,4,10,10-
hexachlofo-1,4,4a,5,8,8a-hexahydro-(1 .alpha.,4.
alpha.,4a.bela.,5.alpha.,8.alpha., 8a.bel«.)-]
Allyl chloride
Aluminum (fume or dust)
Aluminum oxide
2-Aminoanthraquinone
4-Aminoazobenzene
4-Aminobiphenyl
1-Amino-2-methylanthraquinone
Ammonia
Ammonium nitrate (solution)
Ammonium sulfate (solution)
Aniline
o -Anisidine
p -Anisidine
o -Anisidine hydrochloride
Anthracene
Antimony
Arsenic
Asbestos (friable)
Barium
Benzal Chloride
Benzamide
Benzene
Benzidine
Benzoic trichloride (Benzotrichloride)
Benzoyl chloride
Benzoyl peroxide
Benzyl chloride
Beryllium
Bi phenyl
Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether
Bis(chloromethyl)ether
Bis(2-chloro-1-methylethyl)ether
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)adipate
Bromoform (Tribromomethane)
Bromomethane (Methyl bromide)
1,3, Butadiene
Butyl acrylate
n-Butyl alcohol
sec-Butyl alcohol
tert-Butyl alcohol
Butyl benzyl phthalate
1,2-Butylene oxide
Butyraldehyde
C.I. Add Blue 9, diammonium salt
m the Federal Re^ster, Feb. 16,1988)
CAS No,
75^D7-0
60-35-5
67-64-1
7505-8
53-9e-3
107-02-8
79-06-1
79-10-7
107-13-1
309-00-2
107-05-1
7429-90-5
1344-28-1
117-79-3
60-09-3
92-67-1
82-2frO
7664-41-7
6484-52-2
7783-20-2
62-53-3
90-04-0
104-94-9
134-29-2
120-12-7
7440-360
7440-38-2
1332-21-4
7440-39-3
98-87-3
55-21-0
71-43-2
92-87-5
98-07-7
98-88-4
94-360
100-44-7
7440-41-7
92-52-4
111-44-4
542-88-1
108-60-1
103-23-1
75-25-2
74-83-9
106-99-0
141-32-2
71-36-3
78-92-2
75-650
85-68-7
106-88-7
123-72-8
2650-18-2
Chemical Namq
C.I. Acid Blue 9. disodium salt
C.I. Acid Green 3
C.I. Basic Green 4
C.I. Basic Red 1
C.I. Direct Black 38
C.I. Direct Blue 6
C.I. Direct Brown 95
C.I. Disperse Yellow 3
C.I. Food Red 5
C.I. Food Red 15
C.I. Solvent Orange 7
C.I. Solvent Yellow 3
C.I. Solvent Yellow 14
C.I. Solvent Yellow 34 (Aurimine)
C.I. Vat Yellow 4
Cadmium
Calcium cyanaunide
Captan[1 H-lsoindole-1,3(2H)-dione,3a,4,7,7a-
tetrahydro-2-[{frichloromethyl)thio]-]
Carbaryl[1-Naphthalenol, methylcarbamate]
Carbon disulfide
Carbon tetrachloride
Carbonyl sulfide
Catechol
Chloramben [Benzoic acid,3-amino-2,5-dichloro-]
Chlordane[4,7-Methanoindan,1,2,4,5,6,7,8,8-
octachloro-2,3,3a.4,7,7a-hexahydro-]
Chlorine
Chlorine dioxide
Chloroacetic add
2-Chloroacetophenone
Chlorobenzene
Chlorotienzilate [Benzeneacetic acid,
4-chloro-.aJpha.-(4-.chlorophenyl)-.alpha.-hydroxy
-, ethyl ester]
Chloroethane (Ethyl chloride)
Chloroform
Chloromethane (Methyl chloride)
Chloromethyl methyl ether
Chloroprene
Chlorothalonil[1,3-Benzenedicarbonitrile ,2,4,5,6-
tetrachloro-]
Chromium
Cobalt '
Copper
p-Cresidine
Cresol (mixed isomers)
m-Cresol
o-Cresol
p-Cresol
Cumene
Cumene hydroperoxide
Cupferron [Benzeneamlne, N-hydroxy-N-nitf oso,
ammonium salt]
Cydohexane
2,4-D [Acetic acid, (2,4-dlchlorophenoxy)-1]
CAS No.
3844-45-9
4680-7&8
569-64-2
989-38-8
1937-37-7
2602-46-2
16071-86-6
2832-408
3761-53-3
81-88-9
3118-97-6
97-56-3
842-07-9
492-80-8
128-66-5
7440-43-9
156-62-7
133-06-2
63-25-2
75-150
56-23-5
463-58-1
120«)-9
133-904
57-74-9
7782-50-5
10049-04-4
79-11-8
532-27-4
108-90-7
510-15-6
75-00-3
67-66-3
74-87-3
107-30-2
126-99-8
1897-45-6
7440-47-3
7440-48-4
7440-50^
120-71-8
1319-77-3
108-39-4
95-48-7
106-44-5
98-82-8
80-15-9
135-206
110-82-7
94-75-7
ͣͣͣjjB!J^^^^j'tW-j¥#^ggygg<^»g'~*''^!gSiB'°'S»g^p^
(^tlftmical Name .CASN9- Chemical Name CAS No,
Decabromodiphenyl oxide 1163-19-5 Hexachlorobenzene 118-74-1
DiaJlate [Carbamothioic acid, bis(l-methylethyl)-, HexachlorO:1j3-butadlene 87-68-3
S-(2,3-dichloro-2-propenyl) esterj 2303-1S-4 Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 77-47-4
2,4-Diaminoanisole 615-05-4 Hexachloroethane 67-72-1
2,4-Diaminoanisole sulfate 39156-41-7 Hexachloronaphthalene ^XVy^7 ͣ^^
4,4 -Diaminodiphenyl ether 101-80-4 Hexamethylphosphoramide 680-31-9
Diaminotoluene (mixed isomers) 25376-45* Hydrazine 302-01-2
2,4-Diaminotoluene 95-80-7 Hydrazine sulfate 10034-93-2
Diazomethane 334-88-3 Hydrochloric acid 7647-01-0
Dibenzofuran 132-64-9 Hydrogen cyanide 74-906
1,2-Dlbromo-3<hloropropane (DBCP) 96-12-8 Hydrogen fluoride 7664-39-3
1,2-Dibromoethane (Ethylene dibromide) 106-934 Hydroquinone 123-31-9
Dibutyl phthalate 84-74-2 Isobutyraldehyde 78-84 a *p20
Dichlorobenzene (mixed isomers) 25321-22-6 Isopropyl alcohol (Only persons who manufacture by                    |
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 95-50-1 the strong acid process are subject, no supplier
1,3-rachlorobenzene 541-73-1 notifiction.) 67-630
1,4-DichIorobenzene 106-46-7 4,4-Isopropylidenediphenol 80-05-7
3,3 -Dichlorobenzidine 91-94-1 Lead 7439-92-1
Dichlofobromomethane 75-27-4 Lindane [Cyclohexane,
1,2-Dichloroethane (Ethylene dichloride) 107-06-2 1,2,3,4,5.6-hexachloro-(1 .alpha.,2.alpha.,3.beta..
1,2-Dichlorethylene 540-59^ 4.alpha.,5.alpha.,6.beta.)-] 58-89-9
Olchloromethane (Methylene chloride) 75-09-2 Maleic anhydride 108-31-6
2,4-Dichlorophenol 120-83-2 Maneb [Carbamodlthioic acid, 1,2-ethanediytbis-.
1,2-Dichloropropane 78-87-5 manganese complex] 12427-38-2
1,3-Dichloropropylene 542-75-6 Manganese 7439-96-5
Dichlory^os (Phosphoric acid, 2,2-dichloroethenyl Melamine 108-76-1
dimethyl ester] 62-73-7 Mercury 7439-97-6
DIcofol Methanol 67-56-1
[Benzenemethanol,4-chloro-.aIpha.-(4-chlorophenyl) Methoxychlor [Benzene, 1,1
-.alpha.-(trichloromethyl)-] 115-32-2 -(2,2,2-trichloroethylidene)bis[4-methoxy-] 72-43-5
Diepoxybutane 1464-53-5 2-Methoxyethanol 109-86-4
Diethanolamine 111-42-2 Methyl acrylate 96-33-3
Di-(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP) 177-81-7 Mettiyl tert-butyl ether 1634-04-4
Diethyl phthalate 84-66-2 4,4 -Methytenebis(2-chloro aniline) (MBOCA) 101-14-4
Diethyl sulfate 64-67-5 4,4 -Methylenebis(N,N-dimethyl) benzenamine 101-61-1
3,3 -Dimethoxybenzidine 119-90-4 Methylenebis(phenylisocyanate) (MBI) 101-68-8
4-Dmethyiaminoazobenzene 60-11-7 Methylene bromide 74-95-3
3,3 -Dimethylbenzidine (o-Tolidine) 119-93-7 4,4-Methylenedianiline 101-77-9
Dimethylcarbamyl chloride 79-44-7 Methyl ethyl ketone 78-93-3
1,1-Dimethyt hydrazine 57-14-7 Methyl hydrazine 60-34-4
2,4-Dimethylphenol 105-67-9 Methyl iodide 74-8S-4
Dimethyl phthalate 131-11-3 Methyl isobutyl ketone 108-10-1
Dimethyl sulfate 77-78-1 Methyl isocyanate 624-83-9
4,6-Dinltro-o-cresol 534-52-1 Methyl methacrylate 80-62-6
2,4-Dinitrophenol 51-28-5 Michler's ketone 90-94-8
2,4-Dinitrololuene 121-14-2 Molybdenum trioxide 1313-27-5
2,&-Dinitrotoluene 606-20-2 Mustard gas [Ethane, 1,1 -thiobis[2-chloro-] 505-60-2
n-Dioctyl phthalate 117-84-0 Naphthalene 91-20-3
1,4-Dioxane 123-91-1 alpha-Naphthylamine 134-32-7
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine (Hydrazolsenzene) 122-66-7 beta -Naphthylamine 91-59-8
Epichlorohydrin 106-89-8 Nickel 7440-02-0
2-Ethoxyethanol 110-80-5 Nitric acid 7697-37-2
Ethyl acrylate 140-88-5 Nitrilotriacetic add 139-13-9
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 5-Nitro-o-anisidine 99-59-2
Ethyl chlorotonmate 541-41-3 Nitrobenzene            - 98-95-3
Ethylene 74-85-1 4-Nitrobiphenyl 92-93-3
Ethylene glycol 107-21-1 Nitrofen [Benzene,
Ethyleneimine(Aziridine) 151-56-4 2,4-dichloro-1-(4-nitrophenoxy)-] ia'V>-75-5
Ethylene oxide 75-21-8 Nitrogen mustard
Ethylene thiourea 96-45-7 [2-Chloro-N-(2<hloroethyl)-N-methyl6thanamine] 51-75-2
Ruometuron [Urea, N,N-dimethyl-N Nitroglycerin 55-630
-[3-(trlfIuoromethy))phenyl]-] 2164-17-2 2-Nitrophenol 88-75-5
Formaldehyde 50-000 4-NiUophenol 100O2-7
Freon 113 [Ethane, 2-Nitropropane 79-46-9
1,1,2-trichloro-1,2,2-trif luoro-] 76-13-1 p-Nitrosodiphenylamine 156-10-5
Heptachlor[1,4,5,6,7,8,8-Heptachloro-3a,4.7.7a- N ,N-Dimethylanillne 121-69-7
tetrahydro-4,7-methano-1 H-indene] 76-44-8 N-Nitrosodi-n-butylamine 924-16-3
Ch?mi<;al Namft CAS No.
N -Nitrosodiethylamine $5-18-5
N -Nitrosodimethylamine 62-75-9
N -Nitrosodiphenylamine B6-30S
N -Nitrosodi-n -propylamine 621-64-7
N -Nitrosomethylvinylamine 4549-400
N -Nitrosomorpholine 59-89-2
N -Nitroso-N -ethyturea 759-73-9
N -Nitroso-N -mefhylurea 684-93-5
N -Nitrosonornicotine 16543-55-8
N -Nitrosopiperidine 10075^
Octachloronaphthalene 2234-13-1
Osmium tetroxide 20816-12-0
Parathion [Phosphorothioic acid,
0,0-diethyl-0-(4-nitrophenyl) ester] 56-38-2
Pentachlorophenol (PCP) 87-86-5
Peracetic acid 79-21-0
Phenol 108-95-2
p -Phenylenediamine 106-50-3
2-Phenylphenol 90-43-7
Phosgene 75-44-5
Phosphoric acid 7664-38-2
Phosphorus (yellow or white) 7723-14-0
Phthalic anhydride 85-44-9
Picric acid 88-89-1
Polychlorinated biphenyts (PCBs) 1336-36-3
Propane suHone 112071-4
beta- Propiolactone 57-57-8
Propionaldehyde 123-3a«
Propoxur [Phenol, 2-(1-methylethoxy)-,
methylcarbamate] 114-26-1
Propylene (Propene) 11507-1
Pfopyleneimine 75-55*
Propylene oxide 75-56-9
Pyridine 110-86-1
Quinoline 91-22-5
Quinone 106-51-4
Quintozene [Pentachloronitrobenzene] 82-68-8
Saccharin (only persons who manufacture are
subject, no supplier notification)
(1,2-Benzisothiazol-3(2H)-one,1,1-dioxide] 81-07-2
Safrole 94-59-7
Selenium 7782-49-2
Silver 7440-22-4
Sodium hydroxide (solution) 1310-73-2
Sodium sulfate (solution) 7757-82-6
Styrene 100-42-5
Styrene oxide 96-09-3
Sulfuric acid 7664-93-9
Terephthalic acid 100-21-0
1,1,2,2-Tetfachloroethane 79-34-5
Tetrachloroethylene (Perchloroethylene) 127-18-4
Tetrachlorvinphos [Phosphoric acid,
2-<*ilQro-1-(2,4,5-trichlorophenyl)ethenyl dimethyl
ester] 961-11-5
Thallium 7440-28^3
Thioacetamide 62-55-5
4,4 -Thiodianiline 139-65-1
Thiourea 62-55-6
Thorium dioxide 1314-20-1
Titanium tetrachloride 755O450
Chemical Nams
Toluene
Toluene-2,4-diisocyanate
Toluene-2,6<iiisocyanate
o-Toluidine
o-Toluidine hydrochloride
Toxaphene
Triaziquone
[2,5-Cyclohexadiene-1,4-dione,2,3,5-Uis(1-
aziridinyl)-]
Tfichlorlon [Phosphonic acid,
(2,2,2-tfichloro-l-hydroxyethyt)-, dimethyl ester]
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene
1,1,1-Trichloroethane (Methyl chloroform)
1,1,2-Trichloroethane
Trichloroethylene
2,4,5-Trlchlorophenol
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol
Trifluralin [Benzeneamine,
2,6<linltro-N,N-dipfopyl-4-(trifluoromethyl)-1]
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene
Tris (2,3-6ibromopropyl)phosphate
Urethane (Ethyl carbamate)
Vanadium (fume or dust)
Vinyl acetate
Vinyl bromide
Vinyl chloride
Vinylidene chloride
Xylene (mixed isomers)
m-Xylene
o-Xylene
p-Xylene
2,6-Xylidine
Zinc (fume or dust)
Zneb [Carbamodithioic acid, 1,2-ethanediytbis-,
zinc complex]
CAS Nq.
108-88^
684-84-9
91-08-7
95-53^
636-21-5
8001-35-2
68-7&«
52-6M
120-82-1
71-55*
79-00-5
79-01-6
95-95-4
88-06-2
1582-09*
95*3*
126-72-7
51-7&*
7440-62-2
108-C»-4
593*0-2
75-01-4
75-35-4
1330-207
108-38-3
95-47-6
106-42-3
87-62-7
7440*6*
12122-67-7
CHEMICAL CATEGORIES
Antimony Compounds
Arsenic Compounds
Barium Compounds
Beryllium Compounds
Cadmium Compounds
Chlorophenois
Chromium Compounds
Cobalt Compounds
Copper Compounds
Cyanide Compounds
Glycol Ethers
Lead Compounds
Manganese Compounds
Mercury Compounds
Nickel Compounds
Polybrominated Biphenyts(PBBs)
Selenium Compounds
Silver Compounds
Thallium Compounds
Znc Compounds
APPhNUIA C
(Important: Type or print; read instructions before completing form.)
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
S-ffA TOXIC CHEMICAL RELEASE INVENTORY REPORTING FORM
Section 313, Title III of The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986
EPA FORM
R
PART I.      FACILITY IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION
(Thlt «pac* Joe EPA UH only.)
1.1     DoM thlt report contain trad* ucrst Information?
I     I Ym (Antww 1.2) I     I   No (Do not answar 1.2)
1.2    It thlt I tanltind copy?
ͤ v..      ͤno
1.3    R*portir« Vaar
2. CERTIFICATION  (Read and sign after completing all sections.)
I hereby certify that I have reviewed the atuched documents and that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the submined informatics is trueand complete and that the amounts and vaJues in this report are accurate based on reasonable estimates using data available to the preparers
of this report.
Nanrw and official titia of ownw/cp«rator or manae«m«nt official
SIgnatur* Data tlgnad
3.   FACILITY IDENTIFICATION
3.1
Facility or Establishment Nam*
Street AdOrett
City
State
County
Zip Coda
I      I      l-l      I__L_L
3.2
This report contains Information for: (check one)
J   rn   An errtire oowered facility.
J,   I    I   Part of a covered facility.
Technical Contact
3.3
Telephone Number {irx;lude area code)
(        )
3.4
Public Contact Telephone Number (Include area code)
3.5
a. SIC Code
_l__I__l_ J__I__i
3.6
3.7
Deg.
J___I     I     I
MIn.      Sec.
JL
I     I     I
Uyigituae
Dun & Bradttreet Numbar(t)
l-l      I
Deg. Min.       Sac.
ͣtill!
b.
3.8
EPA Idemmoation Number (RCRA I.D. No.)
__l____I    '    I____III'!—L__L
3.9
NPOES Permit Number(t)
a.
J____I    I.I____I     11
I     l-l     I     I _LJ_
I    I    I__I__I    I    I
Name of Receiving Stream(t) or Water Body(t)
a.
i    I    I__I__L
J__L
Wh«re to tend eomplat*d lormt:
U.S. Er^irorvnental Protection Agency
P. O. Box 70266
Wathirtglon, DC 20024-0266
Attn;   Toxic Chemtcal Release In^rtory
3.10
3.11
Underground miectlon Well Code (UIC) Idonllfloatlon No.
I      '       '     '      I      '      '      '      '      '      '      I-------
4.    PARENT COMPANY INFORMATION
4.1
4.2
Name of Parent Company
Parent Company's Dun & Bradstreot No.
I     '     l-l     'I     I
EPA Form 9350-1 (1-88)
(Important: Type or print; read instructions before completing form.)
EPA FORM R
PART II.   OFF-SITE LOCATIONS TO WHICH TOXIC
CHEMICALS ARE TRANSFERRED IN WASTES
Pao* 2 of S
(Thlt Kpao* lot EPA uM orny.)
(
1 1. PUBLICLY OWNED TREATMENT WORKS (POTW)                                                                                                                                                             1
1  Fcclllty Nam*
1   Strasl A.cSdr«»
1 City County
1 Stat* Zip
1       1      1      1       l-l      1       II
1 2. OTHER OFF-SITE LOCATIONS - Number that* loeatlont taquantlalty on thIa and any additional paga of thIa form you uta. |
1__J  Other off-slta location
1   EPA Identification Nunf*«- (RCRA D. No.) 1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1     1     1      1
Facility N«ii*
1 Street Addr***
City County
1 Stat* Zip
1      1     1     1      l-l     1      1     1
It location und*r control of raporting facility or parant company?    1      111
Y*»       No
1    1  Other off-slte location
1   EPA Idantlflcatlon Numbw (RCRA O. No.) 1     J . 1     i     1     1     1     1     1     1     1
Facility Nam*
Street Addreta
City County
Stat*                                                                           1 Zip1       1      1      1       l-l      1       1      1      1
Is location und*f control of reporting faclll
J   Other off-slte location
ly or p*r*nt oomp*ny?    1      J  j      1
Ye*      No K                             '                                                      1
EPA Identification Number (RCRA D. No,) 1      1      t     1      1      1      1     1      1     1      1
-
Facility Nam*                                                                                                                                       1
1 Street Address                                                                                                                                      1
City County
State Zip
1      III      l-l     1      II
1         Is location under control of reporting facility or parent company?    |      |  |      |
1                                                                                                                                                '<'••      No
1 1    "1 CtiecK If additional pages of Part 1 are attached.
EPA Form 9350-1(1-88)
(Important: Type or print; read instructions before completing form.) Paga 3 o' 5
EPA FORM R
PART III. CHEMICAL SPECIFIC INFORMATION
(Thl« tpaoa for EPA un only.)
1. CHEMICAL IDENTITY
1.1 I___I   Trade Secret  (Provide a generic name In 1.4 below.   Attach substantiation form to this submission.)
1.2 CAS# J -|     I      I -\        (Use leading zeros if CAS number does not fill space p'oWded.)
1.3
Chemical or Chemical Category Nteme
1.4
Generic Chemical Name (Complele only If t. 1 la cfwcked.)
MIXTURE COMPONENT IDENTITY  (Do not complete this section if yon have completed Section 1.)
2. Generic Chemical Name Provided t>y Suspller (Limit the name to a maximum of 70 eh»acter« (e.g., number*, lettara, apac**. punctuation)).
3. ACTIVITIES AND USES OF THE CHEMICAL AT THE FACILITY  (Check all that apply.)
3.1 Manufacture: a.|    | Produce
^ I     I For sale/distribution
b. I    I Import
e. rj As a byproduct
, I    I For on-»lte'I__I use/processing
f. Fj As an Impurity
3.2 Process: a. I     [As a reactant
d. I     I Repackaging only
b I     I As a formUation" I__l<I component
ͤ As an article
component
3.3 Otherwise Used:
ͤ As a chemical
processing aid b. I     I As a manufacturing aid e. I     I Ancillary or other use
Va. MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF THE CHEMICAL ON SITE AT ANY TIME DURING THE CALENDAR YEAR
1     1     1  (enter code) '
1 5. RELEASES OF THE CHEMICAL TO THE ENVIRONMENT
You may report releases of less than
1,000 lbs. by checking ranges imder A.1.
A. Total Release
(Ibs/yr)
B. Basis Of
Estimate
(enter code)A.I
Reportktg Ranges
0           1-499      soo-eM
A.2
Enter
Estimate
5.1 Fugitive or non-point air emissions S.la 5.1b   IJ
5.2 Stack or point air emissions 5.2a S.2b   [][]
5.3 Discharges to water        5.3.1       J
(Enter letter code from Part 1
Section 3.10 for stream8(«).)                   i------15.3.2 1    J
5.3.3 1   ]
5.3.1a 5.3.1b   ͤ C. % From Stormwater j5.3.1c
5.3.2a 5.3.2b   [_] S.3.2C                              j
5.3.3a 5.3.3b   ͤ 5.3.3e                          j
5.4 Underground Injection 5.4a 5.4b    |~]
5.5 Releases to larid
(enter code)
S.S.Ia 5.5.1b   1   J
5.5.1
S.5.2« 5.5.2b   ͤ
S.S.2 1     1 (enter code)
5.5.3a 5.5.3b   (~]5.5.3 1 (enter code)
1      1 (Check If additional Information It provided on Part tV-Supplemental Utormatlon.)
EPA Form 9350-1(1-88)
EPA FORM R.Part in (Continued) Page 4 of S
1 6.   TRANSFERS OF THE CHEMICAL IN WASTE TO OFF-SITE LOCATIONS                                                                                                       1
1           You may report transfers1           of t*«t tnan 1,000 t&s. t^ checking
A.Total Transfers
(bS/VT)
B. Basis of Estimate
(enter code)
C. Type of Tr»»trr>ent/      1Disposal (enter code)   1
1           ranges undar A. 1. A.IReportinfl Range*
0         i-4»e     soo-eee
A.2
Enter
Estimate
6.1 .    Dlscharga to POTW ••lb   LI
Othar off-slta locallcn         1-----1
6.2       (Entar block number             1     11                from Part 1, S«:tloni.)       1-----1 6.2b    l—l 6.2c
1   6.3      Other (gf^tetoMtton           —11                from Part 1, Section 2.)      1-----1 ..3b   D
1
6.3c
1   6.4      Other off-slta kwatton         r~~l(Enter block numberfrom Part «, S«:tlon2.)      •—-• 6.4b   Q
6.4c
1   (Check If additional Information Is provided on Pan IV-Supplemental Information)
1 7.  WASTE TREATMENT METHODS AND EFFICIENCY                                                                                                                                        |1 A. General1      Wastestream1      (enter code)
B. Treatment
Method   ^ ^(enter code)
C.Range of
Influent
Concentration
(enter code)
D. Sequential
Treatment?
(check If
E.Treattnent
Efficiency
Estimate
1           F , Based on    1Operating            1
Data?
Y**         No    1
j/.la        |3j 7.1b      II       1       1 7.1c   1 "n '•^^   1Z] 7.1e % 7.1f
7.2a        [_J 7.2b      1       1       1       1 7.2c         [^ 7.2d         1 _] 7.2e % 7.2f ͤ     ͤ
7.3a        \\_j '.3.       1       1       1       1 7.3c   1 "n '.«   D 7.3* % 7.3f n n
7.4a n 7.4b      1       1       1       1 '." n 7.4d           1 ^ 7.4e % 7.4f n D
7.S.        C ^•^^      1      1       1       1 7.-5C         1 _J 7.5d         in 7.5* % 7.5f
7.6a       [23 7.6b      1      1      1      1 '-   D 7.6d         1      1 7.6* % 7.6f n D
7.7. n 7.7b      II       1 ~| 7.7c         1      1 7.7d         1      1 7.7* % 7.7f n n
kea      n -till ' ͣ" n 7.M          1 _] 7.8* % 7.8f n D
7.Sa        1 7.9b      III       1 - n "•   D 7.9* % 7.9f n n
7.10a      [^ ,.,«, 1   1   1   1 7.10c       1 _J 7.10d       1      1 7.10* % 7.10f D n
7.11a      1 7.,..    1      1      1      1 7.11c       j ~1 7.lid       1      ] 7.11* % 7.11f n n
1 7.12a      1"^ 7.12b    III       1          1 7.12c   1 "n 7.12d       1 ~~\ 7.12* % 7.12f D D
7.13a      [^ 7.13b    III       1          1 7.13c        1"] ' ͣ-  D 7.13* % 7.13f D n
7.14a       1 7.14b     1        1        1        1 7,14c        1 "1 7.14d        1      1 7.T4* * 7.14f n n
1 ^   (Check If addWonal Information Is provided on Part IV-Supplemental Informatlon.)
1   8.   OPTIONAL INFORMAfioN ON WASTE MINIMIZATION                                                                                                                              |(Indicate actions taken to reduce the amount of the chemical being released from the facity.  See the Instructions for coded            |1      Items and an explanation of what Information to Includ*.)                                                                                                                               j
A.   Type of
modification
1                  (enter code)
B.   Quantity of the chemical In the wastestream
prior to treatment/disposal
C.   index D.   Reason for action             j(enter cod*)                   1
Current                Prior         , Or percentreporting               year           ,  uiang*
year (bs/yr)         (bs/yr)      j
I                   % UJDIII III                       1
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(Important: Type or print; read instructions before completing form.)
EPA FORM R
PART IV.   SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
Use this section If you need additional space for answers to questions In Pans I and III.Number or letter this Information sequentially from prior sections (e.g., 0,E, F, or 5.54, 5.55).
Page S of 5
(Thlj tpac* tor EPA UM any, j
j  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON FACILITY IDENTIFICATION (Part 1 - Section 3)
M.S
1------- SIC Code
1      1     1 1      1      1 1      1      1
3.7
Dun & Bf •dttr.et Numb«-(»)                            1
1      1 - 1      1      1      1 - 1      1      1      1      1 1      1- 1      1      1     1-1      1      1      1
3.8
EPA Idvitlflcatlon Numb«-(s) RCRA 1.0. No.)
1       1     1     1      1      1      1     1     t      1      1 1      1     1     1      1      1      1      1     1      1      1
3.9
NPOes Pwmlt Numt>er(»)
1       1      1      1      1      1      1      1 1       1      1     1      1      1      1      1
N»m« ot Rec»lvlno Str»»m(t) or W»t«r 9ody(i)
3.10^------
1  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON RELEASES TO LAND ( Part III - Section S.S)                                                                                      1
Releases to Land A. Total Release(Ibs/yr) B.   Basis of                         1Estimate                       1
(enter code)                   1A.I
Reporthig Rar>ge«
0         i-«BS     soo-see
A.2
Enter
Estimate
5.5        a 5.5       b    1  "1S.S (enter code)
5.5       a 5.5       b    1   "1S.S (enter code)
5.5       a 5.5       b    1   "15.5 (•nter code)
1   ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON OFF-SITE TRANSFER ( Part III - Section 6)                                                                                              |
•
A.Total Transfers
(Ibs/yri
B. Basis of
Estimate
(enter code
C. Type of Treatr^nt/     1Disposal (enter code) 1
A.I
Reportlnfl Ranges
0              1-4S9       S00-M9
A.2
Enter
Estimate
P-------        Dischvoe to POTW 6.     a 6.      b 1   "]
1                     Oth«r off-»lt» loc«tlon              i------16.               (Enter block number
1      ~             frofn Part «, SacllonS.)          '------1
6.      a 6.      b 1__1 6.      c.
Other otf-«(t» location             1------i
6.               (Enter block numbwfrom Pan 1, Section 2.)         1------1
6.      a 6.      b 1   J 6.      c. __1
1   ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON WASTE TREATMENT (Part III - Section 7)                                                                                               I
1 A. Genera) Wastestream
(enter code)
B. Treatment
Method
(enter code)
C. Range of
Influent
Concentration
(enter code)
D. Sequential
Treatment?
(checkH
appficable)
E. Treatment
Efficiency
Estimate
F. Based en
Operatrg         1
Data?
Y?s       No
17,      a           II 7        f.       1       1 7       d     1      1 7.      e                 %7        h    1       1       1       1
7.      a            D 7.      c     D 7.       d      ͤ 7.      e                %,7.      b   1       1       1       1
|7.       a           11 7.      b    1       1       1       1 7.      c     1___1 7.      d     1___1 7.      e                 s4
7.   .       D 7.      b    1       1       1       I 7. c n 7.      d     ͤ 7.___•                 % 7. t D C
I?,     a           1___1 7.      b   1       1       1       1 7. c n 7.      d     ͤ 7.___e                 %
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APPENDIX D:
CONTENT VARIABLES ANALYZED IN WRITTEN REPORTS
Report #
Coder
Publication Year
Data Year
State published in
Data Compared? (give years)
Length (including Appendices)
Funding Source: Volunteer Time
Foundation Grant
Federal Gov't Grant
General Revenue
Special Fees
State Funds
Other
Institution: Community/Citizen/Environmental Group
State Govt
Local Govt
Reg'l Govt
Fed'l Non-EPA
Industry
Trade Association
Other
Data Used: Land
Water-release to POTW
Water-direct discharge
Air-stack
Air-fugitive
Underground injection
Waste minimization
Off-site treatment
On-site treatment
Treatment efficiency
Basis for estimate
Emission control
Frequency of emission
Other
Media Focus: Air
Water
Land
Other
Geographic focus: National
Region
State
County
City/town
Neighborhood
Industry focus: All facilities
Top emitters
Single facility
Industrial category (SIC Code)
Other
Emission focus: Top amounts
Highest toxicity
Substance category
Other
Other data Type: Health
Environmental/ecological damage
Occupational
Exposure
Economic
Source Reduction examples
Accident
Contamination
Permit
Inspection
Other
Risk Focus; Cancer
Non-cancer
Ecological
Worker safety
Other
Access data: Form R
NLM
Microfiche
Magnetic tape
Printed listing
State diskettes
Environmental group "
CD Rom
EPA Nat'1 report
Secondary Analysis
Other
Analysis Tools: Risk serening guide
Roadmaps
EPA Toxicity Matrix
EPA/estimating relative risk
IRIS/PC GEMS
NJ hazardous substance fact sheet
Standard text
Other
Method of Evaluation:   TLV
NOEL
Risk assess model
Integrated
Other
Assistance: EPA
Envr groups
State agencies
University
Poison Control Center
SERC
LEPC
ACS
CMA
ATSDR
Other
Purpose of the Report:  General Information/Summary of TRIs
Pollution prevention/source
reduction
Citizen empowerment
Collective bargaining
Litigation
Public Relations
Emergency planning
Change state policy
Change federal policy
Other
Lims: based on calcs/not monitoring
non-compliance
not peak, freq, or rate
other sources ignored
limited # of facilities
no exposure determined
ranges too broad
not reported to state & EPA
trade secrets
interpretation difficult
access difficult
limited # of substances      ' ^
reporting errors
some shipped materials exempt
recycling loophole
no external verification
thresholds set too high
cumulative/synergistic effects not considered
waste minimization is optional
info from NLM incomplete .
health/envl effects excluded
on-site treatment volumes excluded
Other
Rec's:Broad Policy:
TUR/waste/release red
Right-to-Act/Gitzn invlv
Air toxics legislation
Water quality legisl
Enforcement
Funding
313 Targeted:
Distinguish rate
Require calculations of estimate
Require waste minimization info
Expand chemical list
Expand to smaller sources
Lower thresholds
Add ecological data
Include health data
Req hazard analysis by industry
Suggested Uses:
Compare facilities
Comp info w/ health data
Use for planning and zoning
ID synergistic effects
ID hotspots
To EPA:
Link to permit applications
Improve user-friendliness
Prvide training for evaluating data
Add mass balance/throughput
Provide computer analysis
Require reporting to LEPCs
Other
?'^i^s9R?.=tp*«aw^-*- -
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USING THE TOXIC RELEASE INVENTORY DATA (1987-1990)
STATE AGENCIES
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California Environmental Affairs Agency - Office of
Hazardous Materials Data Management, 1988 SARA 313 Chemical
Releases, Sacremento, CA, 20 pp. plus appendix.
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appendix.
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Kentucky Department for Environmental Conservation, 11/88,
Toxic Chemicals in Kentucky's Environment;  Releases
reported under SARA, Title III, Section 313, Frankfort,
Kentucky (unnumbered).
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Review of Selected Facilities in Louisiana - Based on
Information in the 1988 Toxics Release Inventory Report,
Baton Rouge, LA, unnumbered.
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appendix.
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unnumbered.
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Right to Know Workshop (workshop manual), Washington, DC,
unnumbered.
Greenpeace, 1988, Down the Drain: Toxic Waste in Chicago's
Sewer System, Chicago, IL, 29 pp.
Greenpeace, 9/88, Greenpeace Mississippi River Reports
Number 3 - Ecology Impact Assessment:  Monsanto Corporation,
Chicago, IL, 6 pp. plus appendix.
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plus appendix.
Greenpeace, 9/88, Mortality and Toxics Along the Mississippi
River, Washington, DC, 62 pp. plus appendix.
Greenpeace USA Toxics Campaign/Environmental Research
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Washington, DC, 78 pp.
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Your Right to Know, Poughkeepsie, NY, 49 pp.
Industrial States Policy Center, 2/89, Toxics in Our
Backyard:  A report on toxic chemical releases in Franklin
County, Columbus, OH, 22 pp. plus appendix.
Industrial States Policy Center, 2/90, Toxics in Our
Backyard:  a report on toxic chemical releases in Franklin,
Columbus, OH, unnumbered.
Industrial States Policy Center, 11/88, BP America's Toxic
Emissions and Health Problems in Lima:  Is there a link?,
Columbus, OH, 9 pp. plus appendix.
Industrial States Policy Center, 9/87, Toxics Unleashed:  A
report on toxic chemical releases in Montgomery County,
Columbus, OH, 21 pp. plus appendix.
Industrial States Policy Center, 4/89, Toxics Unleashed:  A
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to-Know Act, Frankfort, KY, 44 pp.
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Maryland Public Interest Research Group, 8/89, A Future Too
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Brunswick, NJ, 10 pp. plus appendix.
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pp. plus appendix.
North Carolina Environmental Defense Fund, 1990, Toxic Air
Emissions in NC - An Update ror 1989, Raleigh, NC, 26 pp.
plus appendix.
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Emissions in NC - An Update for 1988, Raleigh, NC, 23 pp.
plus appendix.
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Industries Submitted on The Toxic Chemicals They Released,
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Pollution Prevention, Washington, DC, 19 pp. plus appendix.
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pp.
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in Oregon, Portland, OR, 20 pp. plus appendix.
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appendix.
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APPENDIX F:
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
A LOOK AT SARA 313
TOXICS DATA USE
Please return your questionnair*  inthe enclosed envelope  to:
Frances  Lynn
Institute for EnvironBental studiesThe University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill
CBI  7410,   315  Plttsboro Street
Chapel  Hill,   NC     27599-7410
(919)   966-3335
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Introduction
Your organization or agency has been contacted because you have used
the SARA Section 313 Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) data perhaps in a
written report or another way. We are conducting a study of how the
information is being used, what problems may have been encountered, and
how it can be made more useful in the future. Information about your
specific organization will not be revealed; only summary information
will be reported.
Instructions
I would like the person in your organization who is most familiar with
the 313 data to fill out this survey. It is essential that you answer
every question as best you can.  Please do not skip any questions.
First I have some questions about the ueefulness of the TRI data to yourown organization*  Specifically, I'd like to know what has aided your useand what changes you'd like to see.
1. How much, if at all, have the following aided or obstructed your organi¬zation in trying to use the TRI data?
(PI ease CIRCLE ONE answer for each line)
Cost of the data GREATLY
AIDED
MODERATELY
AIDED
NO
EFFECT
MODERATELY
OBSTRUCTED
GREATLY
OBSTRUCTED
Location of the
data
GREATLY
AIDED
MODERATELY
AIDED
NO
EFFECT
MODERATELY
OBSTRUCTED
GREATLY
OBSTRUCTED
Computer equipment
available to my
organization
GREATLY
AIDED
MODERATELY
AIDED
NO
EFFECT
MODERATELY
OBSTRUCTED
GREATLY
OBSTRUCTED
People with
computer expertise
in my organization
GREATLY
AIDED
MODERATELY
AIDED
NO
EFFECT
MODERATELY
OBSTRUCTED
GREATLY
OBSTRUCTED
Form of data GREATLY
AIDED
MODERATELY
AIDED
NO
EFFECT
MODERATELY
OBSTRUCTED
GREATLY
OBSTRUCTED
Timeliness of data GREATLY
AIDED
MODERATELY
AIDED
NO
EFFECT
MODERATELY
OBSTRUCTED
GREATLY
OBSTRUCTED
Other GREATLY   MODERATELY
AIDED      AIDED
GREATLY   MODERATELY
AIDED      AIDED
MODERATELY
OBSTRUCTED
MODERATELY
OBSTRUCTED
GREATLY
OBSTRUCTED
-
Other
GREATLY
OBSTRUCTED
Which forms of the TRI data are most and least useful to your organization?
National Library of Medicine DataBase
Microfiche
Magnetic Tape
Printed Listing
State Diskettes
CD ROM Disk
EPA National Report
Reports by state, environmental group
or industry that use the TRI data
Other MOST useful ___________________
Other LEAST useful
(Please CIRCLE ONE answer for each)
1             Usefulness
se        LEAST MOST
LEAST MOST
LEAST MOST
LEAST MOST
LEAST MOST
LEAST MOST
LEAST MOST
LEAST MOST
3.  What ancillary information does your organization need to make the TRI data
useful for your purposes?  (Please CIRCLE ALL that apply)
NONE. WE HAVE ENOUGH INFORMATION ALREADY
MORE INFORMATION ABOUT SPECIFIC FACILITY, SUCH AS PAST ACCIDENTS,
REPORTS OF AGENCY INSPECTIONS, RCRA COMPLIANCE, OR OTHER EXISTING
PERMITS
INFORMATION ABOUT SPECIFIC HEALTH IMPACTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
INFORMATION ABOUT THE LAW (SARA TITLE III, THE EMERGENCY PLANNING AND
COMMUNITY RIGHT-TO-KNOW ACT), SUCH AS PROCEDURES FOR TOXIC RELEASE
REPORTING, WHO TO CONTACT, ETC.
INFORMATION ON CONTROL TECHNOLOGY OR PROCESS CHANGES TO REDUCE SPECIFIC
TYPES OF EMISSIONS IN SPECIFIC INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES
WASTE MINIMIZATION REPORTING BY INDUSTRY
OTHER (please specify) ______________________________________________
ͣjgSasKsr
During the past 12 months, did your organization use any outside assistanceto interpret the Toxics Release Inventory data or to gain additional
information?  (CIRCLE ONE answer)
NO
YES
-> skip to next question
U„ yes, how often during the past 12 months did you turn to the
following organizations for help?
(Please CIRCLE ONE answer for each organization)
U.S. E.P.A.
Industrial Firms
Trade Associations
ONCE OR TWICE
ONCE OR TWICE
ONCE OR TWICE
Environmental Groups ONCE OR TWICE
Paid Consultants ONCE OR TWICE
Universities ONCE OR twice
state Agencies ONCE OR TWICE
State Emergency
Response Commissions ONCE OR TWICE
Local Emergency
Planning Committees ONCE OR TWICE
Other
other
Other
ONCE OR TWICE
ONCE OR TWICE
ONCE OR TWICE
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
Have any of the following limited the usefulness of the TRI data tor yourorganization's purposes and needs?  (Please CIRCLE numbers of ALL thatapply; if none of them has been a limitation, circle 16)
EMISSION ESTIMATES ARE NOT ACCURATE ENOUGH
THE NUMBER OF SUBSTANCES COVERED IS TOO SMALL
DOES NOT INCLUDE SMALL FACILITIES
FACILITIES DO NOT COMPLY AND REPORT
SOURCES OF EMISSIONS ARE EXCLUDED (E.G., INCINERATORS)
TOO MUCH JARGON AND ABBREVIATIONS
TRADE SECRETS RESULTS IN EXCLUDED DATA ON EMISSIONS
8 HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS ARE NOT INCLUDED
9 "INFORMATION IS NOT AGGREGATED OR SUMMARIZED ENOUGH
10 DOES NOT INCLUDE WASTES SHIPPED OFF-SITE FOR RECYCLING
11 DOES NOT INCLUDE ON-SITE TREATMENT VOLUMES
12 THRESHOLDS FOR REPORTING ARE TOO HIGH
13 EXCLUDES INFORMATION ON TOXINS IN PRODUCTS
14 YEAR-TO-YEAR COMPARISONS OF DATA ARE DIFFICULT
15 OTHER (please specify)______________________________
16  NONE OF THE ABOVE - SKIP TO QUESTION 6
If you did not circle 16 above, which of the items you checkedabove is in your opinion the most important limitation, and whichare the second and third most important?  (Please put NUMBERS ofthe items in the appropriate BOXES below.  For example, if youchoose number 14, put a "14" in the first box [1.41)
MOST IMPORTANT LIMITATION
SECOND MOST IMPORTANT
THIRD MOST IMPORTANT
ͣ'wmmm^w^^im
Please circle any of the following ways that your organization has used the
Toxics Release Inventory/313 data.  If none has been used, circle 19.
1 CHECK EMISSIONS AGAINST PERMIT RECORDS
2 COMPARE TO SIMILAR FACILITIES
3 SET RESEARCH PRIORITIES
4 FUND RAISING
5 PREPARE COURT LITIGATION
6 EXERT PUBLIC PRESSURE ON FACILITIES
7 CONDUCT COMMERCIAL MARKETING STUDIES
8 LOBBY FOR LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY POLICIES
9 PREPARE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY PROBLEMS
10 PLAN FOR EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
11 CONDUCT PUBLIC HEALTH EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDIES
12 USE INFORMATION TO EDUCATE AFFECTED RESIDENTS
13 IDENTIFY NEEDS OR OPPORTUNITIES FOR SOURCE REDUCTION
14 DIRECT NEGOTIATION BETWEEN CITIZENS AND INDUSTRY
15 PREPARE COMPANY PROFILE
16 ASSESS ADEQUACY OF EXISTING LAWS OR REGULATIONS
17 OTHER (please specify) _________________________________________
18  OTHER (please specify)
19  NONE OF THE ABOVE - SKIP TO QUESTION 7
If you did not circle 19 above, which of the above items is the
most important use of the data for your organization, and which
are the second and third most important?  (Please put NUMBERS of
the items in the appropriate BOXES below.  For example, if you
choose number 17, put a "17" in the first box  [1.71 )
MOST IMPORTANT USE
SECOND MOST IMPORTANT USE
THIRD MOST IMPORTANT USE
ͣ-^^s^^^.
I now have a question about changes you would like to see in the law
(Title III) or its administration.  Please feel free to give your own
opinion.
If you were asked to recommend changes to EPA for administration of the TRI
(Section 313) program, which of the following, if any, would you recommend?
(Please CIRCLE ALL that you would recommend; if you would not recommend any
of them, circle 19)
1 REQUIRE INDUSTRY TO CONDUCT EXPOSURE ASSESSMENTS
2 REQUIRE COMPANIES TO MONITOR THEIR EMISSIONS
3 MONITOR TRADE SECRETS THOROUGHLY
4 REQUIRE INDUSTRY TO REPORT EMISSION CALCULATIONS METHODOLOGIES
5 PROVIDE FOR COMMUNITY LEVEL 313 OVERSIGHT
6 PROVIDE PEAK RELEASE INFORMATION
7 LINK TO REGULATORY PERMIT APPLICATIONS
8 IMPROVE USER-FRIENDLINESS OF ON-LINE DATA BASE
9 PROVIDE TRAINING IN ASSESSING THE TRI DATA
10 EXPAND LIST OF CHEMICALS COVERED UNDER TITLE III
11 EXPAND FACILITIES COVERED UNDER TITLE III
12 LOWER REPORTING THRESHOLDS
13 LINK DATA TO HEALTH REGISTRIES
14 ADD MASS BALANCE/THROUGHPUT INFORMATION
15 REQUIRE REPORTING OF OFF-SITE TRANSFERS FOR RECYCLING
16 PROVIDE SPECIFIC COMPUTER ANALYSIS ON REQUEST
17 REQUIRE REPORTING OF TRI DATA TO LEPCs
18 OTHER (please specify)
19  NONE OF THE ABOVE - SKIP TO QUESTION 8
If you did not circle 19 above, which of the above itens is the
most important recommendation you would make to EPA?  (Please put
NUMBERS of the items in the appropriate BOXES below.  For example,
if you choose number 18, put an "18" in the first box  1181 )
MOST IMPORTANT RECOMMENDATION
SECOND MOST IMPORTANT
THIRD MOST IMPORTANT
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Now I have some questions about the demands on your own organization to
help individuals and other organizations gain access to and/or understand
and use the TRI information^
8.  How often have persons outside your organization (including from a
different public agency) contacted you by phone, letter, in person,
or by other means to get information about the TRI data?
In 1988?  (Please CIRCLE the ONE most appropriate answer)
1 MORE THAN WEEKLY (53 OR MORE TIMFS)
2 ABOUT ONCE A WEEK (52 TIMES)
3 A FEW TIMES A KONTK (13 - 51)
4 ONCE A MONTH ON AVERAGE (12 TIMES)
5 LESS THAN MONTHLY (1-11 TIMES)
6 NOT AT ALL
In 1989?  (Please CIRCLE the ONE roost appropriate answer)
1 MORE THAN WEEKLY (53 OR MORE TIMES)
2 ABOUT ONCE A WEEK (52 TIMES)
3 A FEW TIMES A MONTH (13 - 51)
4 ONCE A MONTH ON AVERAGE (12 TIMES)
5 LESS THAN MONTHLY (1-11 TIMES)
6 NOT AT ALL
In 1990?  (Please CIRCLE the ONE most appropriate answer)
1 MORE THAN WEEKLY (53 OR MORE TIMES)
2 ABOUT ONCE A WEEK (52 TIMES)
3 A FEW TIMES A MONTH (13 - 51)
4 ONCE A MONTH ON AVERAGE (12 TIMES)
5 LESS THAN MONTHLY (1-11 TIMES)
6 NOT AT ALL
How frequently has your organization received requests for the following
types of information about the Toxic Release Inventory?
Information on
health effects...............NEVER
Information on
releases from a
particular facility..........NEVER
Information on
releases in a particular
geographic area..............NEVER
Information on
releases of a
particular chemical..........NEVER
Information on how
to get the data (i.e.
in a convenient or
timely manner)...............NEVER
Information on how
to prevent releases..........NEVER
Information on how
to communicate
about risks..................NEVER
Other
Other
(Please CIRCLE ONE answer for each)
FREQUENTLYRARELY
RARELY
RARELY
RARELY
RARELY
RARELY
RARELY
RARELY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
RARLEY OCCASIONALLY FREQUENTLY
10.  How frequently has each of the parties listed below contacted your organi¬
zation for information about the TRl?
(Please CIRCLE
Individual
citizens..............NEVER    RARELY
Environmental
groups................NEVER    RARELY
Community
Groups................NEVER     RARELY
Local Emergency
Planning Committees...NEVER    RARELY
Businesses or
Industrial Firms......NEVER    RARELY
News Media............NEVER    RARELY
State Legislators'
Offices...............NEVER     RARELY
Environmental
Services Firms........NEVER    RARELY
Universities..........NEVER    RARELY
State Agencies........NEVER    RARELY
City or County
Agencies..............NEVER     RARELY
Other ____________________     RARELY
Other RARELY
ONE answer for each group)    |
OCCASIONALLY     FREQUENTLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
OCCASIONALLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
FREQUENTLY
I have just a few more questions about the Influence th6TRl program hashad and your opinions about the uses to which it can be jfJUti
11.  What has been the impact of your organization's efforts to provide infor¬
mation about the TRI in written reports, phone, mail and personal
contacts, or any other means?  Please CIRCLE EACH category in the list
that you believe is an impact and provide a specific example(s).
1  LEGISLATION, REGULATION OR ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION (LOCAL, STATE OR
FEDERAL LEVEL) HAS BEEN STIMULATED
if circled, please specify_________________________________________
2  IT PROMPTED OR FACILITATED MEETINGS BETWEEN INDUSTRY AND COMMUNITY
GROUPS
if circled, please specify
3  IT RESULTED IN MEDIA COVERAGE OF TOXIC EMISSION SUBJECTS
if circled, please specify ____________________________
4  IT PROMPTED OR INFLUENCED SOURCE REDUCTION EFFORTS
if circled, please specify ______________________
5  IT RESULTED IN LITIGATION OR THE INFORMATION WAS USED IN COURT
if circled, please specify __________________________________
6 OTHER (please specify)
12.  Would your organization be likely to support or oppose each of thefollowing actions that might be taken as a result of the TRI data?
Toxic emissions
regulation
Industry-public
cooperation
Media coverage
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
(Please CIRCLE ONE answer
NEUTRALSOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
SOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
SOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
NEUTRAL
NEUTRAL
for each item)
SOMEWHAT
FAVOR
SOKEWHAT
FAVOR
SOKEWHAT
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
Voluntary plant
inspections
Mandated plant
inspections
Local industrial
zoning regulations
Toxics use
reduction
legislation
Other
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
SOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
SOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
SOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
SOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
SOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
NEUTRAL
NEUTRAL
NEUTRAL
NEUTRAL
NEUTRAL
SOKEWHAT
FAVOR
SOKEWHAT
FAVOR
SOKEWHAT
FAVOR
SOMEWHAT
FAVOR
SOMEWHAT
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
Other
STRONGLY
OPPOSE
SOMEWHAT
OPPOSE
NEUTRAL SOMEWHAT
FAVOR
STRONGLY
FAVOR
13.  How has your organization disseminated or publicly shared information on
the TRI data?  (Please CIRCLE ALL that apply)
1 WRITTEN REPORT
2 PRESS RELEASE
3 PUBLIC MEETING
4 COMMUNITY WORKSHOP
5 NEWSLETTER
6 MAILING
7 OTHER (please specify)
8  OTHER (please specify)
9  NONE OF THE ABOVE; WE HAVE NOT PUBLICLY SHARED ANY INFORMATION - SKIP
TO QUESTION 14
If you did not circle 9 above, what was your goal or purpose in
disseminating the information?  Please describe In the space
below.
Finally, I would like to ijet  background information on you and your organi¬zation.  This will be kept confidential.
14. Are you a representative of one of the following organizations?(Please CIRCLE the ONE most appropriate answer)
1 STATE 313 AGENCY
2 NATIONAL CITIZEN OR ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP
3 STATE CITIZEN OR ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP
4 LOCAL CITIZEN OR ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP
5 CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS OF A FIRM
6 LOCAL PLANT OF A FIRM
7 INDUSTRY COALITION
8 TRADE ASSOCIATION
9 OTHER ____________________________________________
15. What were the sources of funding/resources for your 313 activities?
(CIRCLE ALL that apply)
1 VOLUNTEER TIME
2 FOUNDATION GRANTS
3 FEDERAL GOVERNMENT GRANT
4 GENERAL REVENUE
5 SPECIAL FEES
6 OTHER
16. Your name
Title
Organization
Address _____
City ________
Phone ( )
State Zip
17.  I am interested in identifying corporations and civic and environmentalgroups in your community or state which have implemented a 313 outreachprogram or released 313 information publicly.  If you know of any organi¬zation which has done this would you please list their name, address and
telephone number.
Organization Name Address Telephone #
PLEASE TURN PAGE
18.  If there is anything else you'd like to express about 313 in your ownwords, please do so in the space below.
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APPENDIX G:
EXPERT SURVEY REVIEW PANEL
Richard N.L. Andrews, Professor, UNC-CH Department of
Environmental Sciences and Engineering
Andrew Battin, Environmental Scientist, U.S. EPA
Ray Burby, Professor, UNC-CH Department of City and Regional
Planning
Lee DePont, Scientist, U.S. EPA
Susan Hadden, Professor, University of Texas at Austin
Anthony Mitchell, Senior Policy Analyst, NJ DEP
Paul Orum, Director, Working Group on Community Right-to-
Know
David Sarokin, Senior Policy Analyst, U.S. EPA
Doug Sellers, Scientist, U.S. EPA
Deborah Sheiman, Resource Specialist, NRDC
Jeff Tryens, Policy Analyst, Center for Policy Alternatives
David Williams, Environmental Engineer, NC DEHNR
Suzanne Wills, Manager, Chemical Manufacturers Association
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APPENDIX H:
OVERVIEW OF WRITTEN REPORTS
Reports by public interest organizations that were
compiled and analyzed for this research represent the
efforts of 53 different organizations and come from 17
different states (with nine being produced by national
groups in Washington, D.C.)« (Table A)  The first of the 70
reports analyzed was published in 1987, with that number
rising to eight in 1988 and jumping to 26 in 1989. (Table B)
Ranging in length and focus from a four-page analysis of a
local plant to a 400-page document by the National Wildlife
Federation which looks at the top 500 emitters in the
nation, 79% of the reports analyze data from the 1987
reporting year, 29% analyzed 1988 data and only 6% have
looked at 1989 data.  Occasionally a report will compare two
or more years of data, to track trends in total releases in
a specific geographic region or to document a facility's
reduction efforts. (Table C)
The state and the county are the most common unit of
analysis, although some reports do focus on a multi-state or
regional area. (Table D)  Air emissions generated the most
attention in written reports, with over 80% of the reports
incorporating both stack and fugitive emission data (Table
E) and then stressing policy implications in the text of the
report.  Water as a release media also received considerable
attention. (Table F)
Rather than using all the data generated, public
interest groups often focus on the top emitters or
substances released in the greatest volumes, but only 17% of
the reports rank emission according to level of toxicity.
Almost 20% of the reports focus on a specific SIC (Standard
Industrial Classification) code or industrial sector. (Table
G)  Most authors were interested in the human health effects
of these emissions, particularly cancer.  Nonetheless, one-
third of the reports address specific ecological dangers
such as ozone depletion and dangers to wildlife. (Table H)
These reports represent a substantial effort, both in
quantity and quality of report.  Elements lacking in these
documents include the consistent integration of TRI data
with other relevant information (such as permit data and
ecological information) and the use of specific analytical
tools to aid the reader in assimilating the information.
(Table I)  In these areas, public interest groups would
benefit from outside assistance.
Highlights of Citizen Group Reports
The Oregon Public Interest Organization (OSPIRG), in its
1989 TRI report, included a chapter on the feasibility of
companies' reducing their use of Toxic (which the authors
break down into five categories based on the threat
introduced by the chemical:  cancer, reproductive disorders,
acute toxicity, chronic exposure, and environmental damage).
Case studies are included as examples of successful
reduction and product substitution practices.  As a result
of OSPIRG's 2-year campaign, Oregon passed legislation which
incorporates a "Toxic use reduction" program, providing for
in-plant changes in technique, use reduction plans, annual
progress reports, public information of chemical use, and a
technical assistance program for industry.  This bill,
spurred by TRI activities, made Oregon the first state in
the nation to pass TUR legislation. The New Jersey Public
Interest Organization also used the TRI data to propose a NJ
Comprehensive TUR Bill, in 1988, and included examples of
industrial TUR practices as evidence for the feasibility of
use reduction.
Greenpeace incorporated TRI data into a larger,
comprehensive study of toxics in the Mississippi River,
which included NPDES files and permit data, and NATICH
database information.  They investigated and sampled
effluents of some of the largest polluters in the area to
correlate it with the occurrence of toxics in the water,
fish, and sediments of the river.  The report provides human
health data and mortality rates along the river as well.
The Massachusetts Public Interest Group focused on
emissions of ozone depleting chemicals and called for action
on the part of federal and state governments.  The report
identifies the top emitters and suggests opportunities
companies have for cutting down on their use and release of
those substances, such as safer technologies, modified
operations, better housekeeping, and closed-loop recycling.
The Consumer Policy Institute used the TRI to identify
the top polluters in each borough of NY City.  The Institute
then contacted this "target ten" group to discuss their
operations, and conducted site surveys of all facility
locations as well.  The report provides chemicals profiles
on these companies.
In support of pending TUR legislation in the state, the
California Piiblic Interest Organization used the TRI data to
describe how some industries are tackling the toxic problem
at its source by cutting down on the use of chemicals in the
first place.  Their report explains how the patterns of
industrial toxic releases can give the state, the public,
and businesses themselves insight into targeting pollution
prevention efforts.  The authors illustrate this idea with
examples of various methods of toxic use reduction.
Clean Water Action/Clean Water Fund used the TRI for a
very specific regulatory purpose in their reports on the
Houston Ship Channel.  In urging the regional EPA office to
include this body of water in the Texas Water Commission's
list of Toxic Impaired Waters, the authors demonstrated a
relationship between disposal of heavy metals and their
presence in sediments of the Channel and Bay.  Both TRI data
and a study by the Ecological Services Division of the US
Fish and Wildlife Service were integrated into the analysis.
Highlights of State Reports
The 23 state reports we analyzed represent the effort of
14 different states.  Like the public interest groups'
reports, they vary in scope and content.  Some states simply
issued computer printouts of data sorted by facility. Other
agencies were more active not only in the extent to which
they aggressively encouraged compliance and verified the
accuracy of data, but also in how they compiled, manipulated
and reported the data to the public.
In its 1990 report, for example, the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection sorted facilities by
county, a format local citizens find helpful, and compared
total releases for 1987 with those for 1988.  New Jersey
also aggregated statewide releases by environmental media
and industry type (i.e. SIC codes).  The report showed the
distribution of the top five chemicals emitted in the state
by media and SIC code.  One section of the report summarizes
the results of their Community Right to Know Survey which
included field audits conducted to verify information
accuracy.
In its summary of the 1987 and 1988 data, the
California's Environmental Affairs Agency sorted the data in
a variety of ways, identifying, for instance, which counties
generated the largest offsite transfers and which counties
received the largest transfers. California pinpointed the
top 20 SIC codes in terms of emissions, the top 20 counties
and the top 20 substances emitted in the area. Their report
made successful use of graphics.
The Arkansas Department of Labor used map overlays to
identify the "top ten" counties and identified also the top
three facilities within each county. The report also
contains a discussion of toxic chemicals/compounds of
"special interest" (i.e. known or suspected carcinogens,
teratogens, mutagens or chemicals causing toxic effects on
human and/or aquatic life and wildlife), and provides a list
of additional references.
Louisiana's Department of Environmental Quality produced
two reports (using the 1988 and the 1989 data) very similar
in style to Arkansas' report. They go one step further and
include initiatives taken by members of industry to reduce
emissions. This section of the report points out examples
of positive 313-inspired action that might be possible for
other industrial facilities.
Both the 1987 and the 1988 reports published by the New
York Department of Environmental Conservation list all
chemicals reported and the number of Form R's submitted for
each chemical. New York also reports total releases to air,
water, land onsite, and transfers to POTWs and offsite
treatment facilities, noting the "top ten" chemicals and
facilities.  Further, for each environmental media, a
discussion of how emissions to that media are controlled in
NY state is included, both to inform the public as to what
action is currently being taken to prevent and monitor these
emissions, and to gauge the effectiveness of the state's
programs.
In its 1990 report, Utah's Department of Health assigns
an "investigative priority" of high, medium or low to
chemical air releases by incorporating data regarding acute
toxicity, carcinogenicity, cancer potency, and aquatic
toxicity. The data is combined with population density and
environmental persistence information and is being used by
toxicologists to identify chemicals and geographic locations
with the highest priority for additional risk assessment
activities.  An appendix is included in the report which
lists all reporting facilities and their addresses.
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Table A
STATE OF PUBLICATION OF REPORTS STUDIED
Percent of Reports
Publishing State____Public Interest   State
Connecticut
Louisiana
Georgia
Kansas
Arkansas
Minnesota
South Dakota
Utah
California
New Jersey
Michigan
New York
Oregon
Virginia
DC
Ohio
North Carolina
Illinois
Maryland
Massachusetts
Colorado
Pennsylvania
Tennessee
Texas
Vermont
0% 5%
0 15
0 5
0 5
0 5
0 10
0 5
0 5
12 5
8 10
6 5
6 10
6 10
4 5
17 0
15 0
6 0
4 0
4 0
4 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
2 0
Table B
PUBLICATION YEAR OF REPORTS STUDIED
Percent of Reports
Date___________Public Interest_____State
1987 2% 0%
1988 16 0
1989 53 31
1990 29 69
Table C
DATA-YEAR ANALYZED IN REPORTS STUDIED
Percent of Reports
Data Year______Public Interest_____State
1987
1988
1989
79% 55%
29 65
6 20
Table D
GEOGRAPHIC FOCUS OF REPORTS STUDIED
Level
Percent of Reports
Public Interest________State
National
Regional
State
County
City/Town
Neighborhood
12%
6
52
46
17
0
0%
0
100
70
2a
0
Table E
SECTIONS OF FORM R USED IN REPORTS STUDIED
Type of Data
Percent of Reports
Public Interest__________State
Air - Stack
Air - Fugitive
Water - Direct Discharge
Water - POTW
Land
Off-site Treatment
Underground Injection
On-site Treatment
Waste Minimization
Emission Control
Basis for Estimate
Treatment Efficiency
Frequency of Emission
89%
83
71
62
46
46
21
15
12
6
4
0
0
100%
100
95
100
90
70
55
20
0
0
0
0
0
Table F
ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIA FOCUS OF REPORTS STUDIED
Media
Percent of Reports
Public Interest_________ State
Air
Water
Land
90%
90
85
85%
54
37
Table G
FACILITY FOCUS OF REPORTS STUDIED
Level of interest
Percent of Reports
Public Interest________State
Top emitters
All reporters
Industrial category
Single facility
67%
37
19
6
35%
45
50
0
Table H
RISK FOCUS OF REPORTS STUDIED
Type of Risk
Percent of Reports
Public Interest_______State
Human Health - Cancer
Human Health - Non-cancer
Ecological
Worker Safety
64%
48
37
2
30%
20
20
0
•»
Table I
ANALYTICAL TOOLS UTILIZED
IN THE WRITING OF TRI REPORTS STUDIED
Percent of Reports
Data Source______________^__________Public Interest_____State
EPA'S TOXICITY MATRIX 27% 0%
NJ'S HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE FACT SHEETS 21 15
RISK SCREENING GUIDE 2 0
ROADMAPS 2 0
EPA'S "ESTIMATING RELATIVE RISK" 2 0
OTHER 10 15
